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Welfare, performance and emissions in a stationary housing 
system for organic growing-finishing pigs; A holistic approach 
Abstract 
High standards of animal welfare and health and providing animals with a natural 
environment and organic feed are primary objectives in organic pig farming. However, 
housing solutions in organic pig farming are not uniform. Stationary systems have 
permanent buildings with concrete areas outdoors and/or pasture, mobile systems have 
outdoor huts on pasture, and mixed systems have both stationary buildings and huts. 
This thesis examined the pros and cons of stationary housing systems for organic 
growing-finishing pigs in studies carried out at Odarslöv Research Farm, SLU, Alnarp. 
The uninsulated and naturally ventilated building was fitted with eight pens (8 x 16= 
128 pigs), four with a deep straw system and four with a ‘straw-flow’ system. Each pen 
had access to an outdoor concrete area and, depending on the experimental set up, also 
to pasture. 
No difference in health, daytime pig activity, or pen hygiene was detected between 
the deep straw and straw-flow systems. Pigs with access to pasture were not more 
active during daytime behaviour studies than pigs without access to pasture. However, 
the pigs with access to pasture occupied themselves more on the pasture than on the 
concrete outdoor area. Pigs from straw-flow pens had higher carcass meat percentage at 
slaughter than pigs from deep straw pens, but there was no difference in performance 
between pigs with and pigs without access to pasture. Nitrogen losses from the organic 
pigs were estimated to be 26-27% of N excreted. This gives approximately three to four 
times higher ammonia emission than standard values from conventional pigs when 
assuming that all losses consist of ammonia. A larger fouled area, particularly outdoors, 
may partly explain this result.  
Measures to improve hygiene, reduce fouling and decrease nitrogen emissions from 
the outdoor concrete area were tested. The intention was to direct the excretory 
behaviour of the pigs by introducing rooting yards with attractive rooting material. Our 
investigations on rooting yard design revealed that a larger rooting yard (8.4 m
2
) with 
one high wall (LH) was a more optimal option than a smaller (5.3 m
2
) one. In the LH-
design it was revealed that any rooting material of wood shavings, peat, peat + feed 
pellets was more attractive than the control yard without rooting material. Visual 
hygiene evaluations showed improved hygiene for all rooting materials tested. 
However, to reduce ammonia emission, peat was clearly in favour compared to wood 
shavings.  
Keywords: organic pigs, stationary housing, rooting material, ammonia emission, 
hygiene, performance, mass balance 
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1.1 The pig as a domestic animal 
The pig is one of the oldest forms of livestock and pig husbandry has a very 
long tradition (Lega et al., 2015). It has been shown that wild boars were 
domesticated several times and at different locations in Europe and Asia over 
10,000 years ago (Groenen et al., 2012). According to Rowley-Conwy et al. 
(2012), the pig is the domesticated farm animal with which man has had the 
best success, based on the geographical spread of pig rearing in the world's 
agricultural systems.  
Pork is currently also the most commonly eaten meat in the world 
(Worldwatch Institute, 2013). Important explanations of the popularity of the 
pig as a meat source are its adaptable nature and its omnivorous diet. Pigs have 
a good ability to adapt to various housing systems and environmental factors 
(for example pen design, feeding systems, ambient temperature, access of 
rooting material etc.), but housing and factors in the environment have a 
considerable influence on pig welfare, behaviour and performance.  
Even though the pig is adaptable, it has a strong need to root and explore, to 
live and act in social groups with a clear hierarchy, and to choose resting areas 
according to the most optimal ambient temperature. Therefore differences in 
health, skin lesions, daytime pig activity and performance between different 
housing systems and pen designs, can be observed.  
1.2 Organic pig production 
1.2.1 Development and regulations 
Conventional pig production is characterised by increasingly larger herds and 
more intensive housing systems. There has also been a trend towards 
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separation of crop and livestock production. The introduction of organic 
farming and livestock production has partly occurred as a reaction to 
developments within conventional production (Alarik et al., 2000). The 
International Federation of Organic Agriculture Movements (IFOAM) has 
basic norms and principles for organic livestock husbandry (IFOAM, 2014). 
Important issues are integration between land and animal production, optimal 
animal welfare including loose housing (Lund & Algers, 2003), possibilities 
for the animals to express normal behaviour and access to rooting material for 
exploration and foraging. Moreover the pigs have to be given organic feed 
produced with biological processing methods (IFOAM, 2014). 
As a consequence of these principles, animals in organic production must 
have access to outdoor areas and to organic feed, preferably produced on land 
belonging to the farm and according to organic regulations, i.e. without 
artificial fertilisers, herbicides and pesticides. Furthermore, use of synthetic 
amino acids or enzymes, such as synthetic lysine and phytase, is prohibited. 
These products are often produced by fermentation (Isberg et al., 2012), and 
the ban is due to the fact that the fermentation process may be performed by 
genetically modified organisms (Blair, 2008). 
Due to these standards and principles, organic farming is often believed to 
be more environmentally friendly than conventional farming (Costa et al., 
2014; Reganold & Wachter, 2016). Consumers also seem to be willing to pay 
extra for organically produced meat (Dransfield et al., 2005), although 
differences in meat quality are difficult to prove (Millet et al., 2005).  
In Sweden, as in many other European countries (Früh, 2011), the first 
organic pig herds were established in the early 1990s. In 2007, the total number 
of organic pig herds in Sweden was 41, of which 17% had only sows, 44% had 
both sows and fattening pigs and the remaining 39% had only fattening pigs 
(COREPIG, 2011). In 2011, around 40 000 pigs were produced as organic in 
Sweden, which was slightly lower than the number of organic pigs in e.g. the 
UK. The greatest numbers of organic pigs in Europe can be found in Germany, 
Denmark and France, each of which produced around 170 000 organic pigs in 
2011 (European Commission, 2013). In 2014 there were 43 organic pigs herds 
in Sweden (Swedish Board of Agriculture, 2014). 
1.2.2 Housing systems and design of pens and huts 
Although the minimum standards for organic production are the same 
throughout the EU (EU, 2007; EU, 2008), housing systems for organic pigs 
vary in different European countries (Früh et al., 2014; COREPIG, 2011). 
Certain organic labels and private schemes may have stricter rules than the 
minimum standards. As an example, the Soil Association in UK requires 
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organic pigs to be kept on pasture all the year when possible according to 
ground conditions and weather. Therefore, pigs in the UK are housed in 
movable huts on the pasture. In contrast, pigs in Austria, Germany and 
Switzerland only require access to an outdoor concrete yard (Früh, 2011). In 
Sweden, the organic label KRAV has set the specific requirement that organic 
pigs must have 4 months access to pasture during the grazing period in summer 
(KRAV, 2014). 
The housing systems in organic pig farming can be divided into three 
categories. Stationary systems have permanent buildings with concrete areas 
outdoors and/or pasture. Mobile systems have outdoor huts, which are moved 
on the pasture land and mixed systems have both stationary buildings and huts 
(Früh, 2011). In Sweden, all three categories exist (Benfalk et al., 2005; 
Lindgren et al., 2008). 
Furthermore, the huts, the pens within the buildings and the layout of the 
outdoor area can be designed in many different ways (Aarestrup Moustsen et 
al., 2004; Früh, 2011; Salomon et al., 2005; Svensson et al., 2005). Pens with 
deep litter are common in organic pig farming (Svensson et al., 2005). This 
solution is based on the availability of large amounts of straw. Deep litter 
allows the animals to root in the bedding, but also means that the pigs will 
excrete in the bedding. Thus large amounts of straw are needed to absorb urine 
and faeces from the pigs (Gentry et al., 2002). To keep straw consumption at a 
lower level, ‘straw-flow’ systems may be an alternative (Philippe et al., 2012).  
1.2.3 Welfare 
Since housing systems and the design of huts and pens vary a great deal within 
organic pig production, it is difficult to make specific statements about welfare, 
behaviour and performance. However, some general findings can be presented. 
The access to bedding and rooting material is of importance for pig welfare 
in organic pig farming (Bracke et al., 2012). Numerous studies show that a 
barren environment is negative for pigs, leading to aggression, tail-biting and 
pen-mate directed oral behaviour (Beattie et al., 1998; Pedersen et al., 2014). 
Other studies show that certain amounts of litter and roughage can reduce such 
behaviours and improve performance (Bodin et al., 2015; Høøk Presto et al., 
2009; Olsen et al., 2001). In comparison with conventional pig production, 
stocking density is much lower in organic pig production. High stocking 
density and an environment without rooting material are mentioned in several 
studies as reasons for aggression between pigs and social stress (Cornale et al., 
2015; Turner et al., 2000; Spoolder, 2007). According to organic EU rules (von 





 outdoors. In the Swedish KRAV rules these requirements are 
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slightly higher; 1.5 m
2
 indoors and 1.0 m
2
 outdoors (KRAV, 2014). According 
to the equation that specifies the minimum floor area per conventional growing 
finishing pig in Sweden (total area m
2
 = 0.17 + (weight/130); Swedish Board 
of Agriculture, 2010) a conventional pig of 110 kg requires an area of 1 m
2
. 
Thus organic pigs have a 2.5 fold larger individual area than conventional pigs. 
Consequently, negative behaviours and injuries, such as aggression, tail biting 
and bite injuries, are higher in conventional pig production than in organic 
(Lindgren et al., 2014). This suggests that animal welfare in organic production 
is better in the aspect of area per pig. 
Because housing solutions are more extensive in organic than in 
conventional pig production, group sizes are often larger (Benfalk et al., 2005) 
and climate conditions vary more widely. There is conflicting information on 
how group size affects animal welfare. McGlone & Newby (1994) found a 
negative impact in terms of injuries and morbidity when group size increased 
from 10 or 20 to 40 animals, while Samarakone & Gonyou (2008) found no 
such differences when comparing groups of 18 and 108 pigs. Meyer-Hamme et 
al. (2015) observed more negative social behaviour and dirtier pigs in larger 
groups of pigs than in smaller groups (group size <15, 15-30, >30 pigs), but 
still concluded that pig welfare level was not influenced by group size in their 
study. An explanation for these conflicting results might be that it is difficult to 
treat group size as a separate factor, since there are interactions with feeding 
systems, area per animal, management etc. Overall, the more extensive housing 
solutions in organic rearing and thereby more varying and sometimes more 
extreme climate conditions may influence pig welfare in a negative way 
(Edwards, 2005). 
Good health and few injuries in the animals are other important factors in 
good welfare. Organic pigs are generally healthy. For example, pigs housed 
outdoors most often have less respiratory diseases than pigs housed indoors 
(Guy et al., 2002) and tail biting is seldom reported among organic pigs 
(Lindgren et al., 2014). However, rearing outdoors increases the risk of contact 
with other animals that can carry disease, such as birds, rats and foxes (Leirs et 
al., 2004). The risk of parasitic infections, such as Ascaris suum infection, also 
increases when pigs have outdoor access (Lindgren et al., 2014). Ascaris suum 
infection causes liver lesions and reduced welfare and performance (Katakam 
et al., 2016). Furthermore, locomotion problems have been reported in pigs on 
pasture and are possibly associated with Erysipelothrix rhusiopathia infection 
(Kugelberg et al., 2001) or osteochondrosis (Etterlin et al., 2015). Specific 
design features in the housing system, such as large differences between indoor 
and outdoor floor level, are suggested to be related to osteochondrosis 
(Heldmer & Ekman, 2009). 
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If recommended by a veterinarian, it is permitted to vaccinate against  
Erysipelothrix rhusiopathia in KRAV-production, However, the frequency of 
vaccination is lower in organic than in conventional pig (Ström, 2010). 
Preventive treatment against parasites and worm disease is not allowed 
according to the KRAV-rules. Therefore, careful management of pasture 
rotation is of great importance (Wallgren, 2001).  
1.2.4 Behaviour  
In general, the behaviour of pigs is influenced by a variety of environmental 
factors, such as location of feed and water, stocking density, freedom of 
movement, access to bedding and rooting material, ambient temperature, group 
size, group dynamics etc. Thus, to some extent, it is possible to ‘influence’ the 
behaviour of pigs by manipulating various factors in their housing 
environment. 
Activity and preference of location are influenced by housing, feeding and 
management features in the immediate environment of the pigs. Benfalk et al. 
(2005) showed this in a comparison of the behaviour of organic growing-
finishing pigs during daytime in two different systems of organic production; 
one with huts on pasture and one where the pigs were housed in a stationary 
system with access to pasture. Water and feed were provided outside the huts 
and inside the building, respectively. It was found that the pigs with huts were 
more often outside than the pigs in the stationary system. In another study, 
where organic pigs were offered only 80% of their recommended feed ration 
they were found to spend more time rooting than those which had 100% feed 
supply (Stern & Andresen, 2003). Other examples of how features in the 
environment influence pig behaviour are placement of additional roughage 
(Høøk Presto et al., 2009) and rooting material (Vermeer et al., 2015) in the 
outdoor area. The excretory behaviour of pigs was also influenced by the 
housing system (Benfalk et al., 2005) and the feed ration (Stern & Andresen, 
2003). 
1.2.5 Feed composition, feeding system and performance 
Organic pig production is based on organically grown feedstuffs, preferably 
grown on-farm. Since it is a challenge to grow certain high-quality protein feed 
stuffs organically, the organic production regulations make it difficult to 
optimise organic diets in the same way as conventional diets. This often results 
in organic feedstuffs with a lower essential amino acid (AA) level than 
recommended, which may compromise pig performance (Sundrum et al., 
2011) or not (Høøk Presto et al., 2008; Millet et al., 2005). Pig performance 
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can be expressed as growth rate, feed conversion ratio (FCR), meat percentage 
etc. 
Large variations in ambient temperature, more often a colder climate and 
the greater freedom of movement compared with in conventional pig 
production, are other factors influencing performance in organic pig 
production. According to Kool et al. (2009), feed consumption was 20-30% 
higher in organic pig production than in conventional.  
It was shown by Strudsholm & Hermansen (2005) that organic pigs fed ad 
libitum had higher feed consumption when reared on pasture than if they were 
housed with access to an outdoor area. Similar findings have been reported by 
Kelly et al. (2007). In their investigation, pigs were housed on pasture with a 
shelter or housed in indoor straw-bedded accommodation with an outdoor 
concrete exercise area and all pigs were fed ad libitum. Pigs on pasture had 
higher feed intake and higher feed conversion ratio, but the same daily weight 
gain and lean percentage. This shows that pigs on pasture may use more energy 
for locomotion. Energy may also be used for maintenance of homeothermy 
during periods with ambient temperatures below the lower critical temperature 
of the pigs (Kelly et al., 2007). Pigs can partly compensate for this by grazing 
and rooting. However, in one study a 20% reduction in the feed allowance 
resulted only in about 5% higher nutrient intake from the herbage, showing that 
grower-finisher pigs have only limited possibilities to cover their feed uptake 
requirement using herbage (Stern & Andresen, 2003). In another study where 
concentrate was made available ad libitum to growing pigs, the intake of grass-
clover sward contributed only 4% of daily organic matter intake (Mowat et al., 
2001).  
Feed supply system is another important factor for pig performance. The 
housing system in use determines  possible feed supply systems (Schiöler & 
Alarik, 2002). In systems with huts that are moved around between different 
locations outdoors, more advanced feeding systems are impossible in practice. 
Therefore, pigs in huts outdoors are most often fed dry feed ad libitum in 
feeders of different kinds. In such systems, feed spillage may be a problem 
(Edwards, 2007; Sikala, 2012). Ad libitum feeders are also common when 
group sizes are large both outdoors and indoors, since trough feeding then 
becomes difficult to resolve in a practical way. The specific effect of feeding 
system on feed efficiency in this situation is not easy to determine, since other 
factors such as group size, space allowance, nutrient content in the feed etc. 
may interact in different ways (Douglas et al., 2015). However, ad libitum 
feeders have the disadvantage that the possibility to restrict feeding towards the 
end of the rearing period is limited. This may affect lean meat percentage in a 
negative way (Strudsholm & Hermansen, 2005).  
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In housing systems with stationary houses and smaller group sizes, 
automated solutions with feeding of the pigs in troughs is possible. Wet 
feeding systems are also a possibility if the system can be kept free from 
freezing in some way. Feeding in troughs provides better opportunities to feed 
the pigs restrictively towards the end of the finishing period and achieving a 
better control of feed rations. 
1.2.6 Water 
It is important to have a safe water supply for the pigs. In movable systems 
outdoors, water is most often provided in simple water troughs. During winter 
time this can cause problems with freezing (Andersen & Pedersen, 2014). In 
stationary systems, water is given indoors and permanent water systems are 
used. To frost-proof the water supply in such buildings, the solution is either to 
use circulating heated water or to put a heating coil in the water bowl 
(Svensson et al., 2005). 
According to the KRAV rules (KRAV, 2014), organic pigs also should 
have access to a mud bath (wallow) or some other water cooling solution 
during the warm season. 
1.2.7 Environmental impact 
One of the goals of organic farming is to minimise the environmental impact of 
agricultural production (Hansen et al., 2001). However, a number of scientific 
studies have shown that emissions, e.g. of nitrogen, from organic pig 
production systems are higher than those from conventional pig production 
(Kool et al., 2009; Carlsson et al., 2009). 
The environmental impact of organic and conventional pig production has 
been compared in various studies using the method of Life Cycle Assessment 
(LCA). Within a LCA, the environmental impact of a product is followed from 
“cradle to grave”. Thus, when comparing different pig production systems, 
feed production is also included in the analysis. This means that the differences 
between organic and conventional production systems concerning the use of 
artificial fertilisers and chemical herbicides and pesticides (Basset-Mens et al., 
2003) are included in the LCA calculations. Despite this, the results of 
calculations on carbon footprint, acidification and eutrophication do not show a 
difference in favour of organic production systems, but rather the opposite 
(Basset-Mens et al., 2003; Carlsson et al., 2009; Halberget et al., 2007; Kool et 
al., 2009). 
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1.3 Environmental impact generally in livestock and pig 
production 
All livestock production has a negative impact on the environment (Steinfeld et 
al., 2006; Hermansen & Kristensen, 2011; Herrero & Thornton, 2013; Garnett, 
2009; Garnett, 2011). Examples of such impacts are acidification, 
eutrophication and climate change through release of greenhouse gases (GHG). 
Environmentally harmful substances originate either from the animals 
themselves or from their manure (Halden & Schwab, 2008). 
Nitrogen excretion from animals and the associated ammonia emission is 
one reason for acidification. Eutrophication is influenced by both nitrogen and 
phosphorus excretion. Livestock production also contributes in different ways 
to the GHG by carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O). 
According to some calculations, livestock production is responsible for 14 to 
18% of GHG and 64% of ammonia (NH3) emissions in the world (Gerber et 
al., 2013; Steinfeld et al., 2006). In Europe, as much as 94% of all ammonia 
emission is considered be caused by agriculture and 71% are considered to be 
connected with manure management (Eurostat, 2016).  
In pigs, nitrogen excretion is in the form of urine and faeces and is the result 
of the nitrogen input to the animal (feed, straw etc.) minus the nitrogen retained 
in the animal (Eurostat, 2011). Thus, feed type, feed utilisation and production 
efficiency are of great importance for nitrogen excretion (Kool et al., 2009). 
When making comparisons between conventional and organic pig production, 
pros and cons can be found for both production systems (Tuomisto et al., 
2012).  
In organic production, the relationship between crop and livestock 
production is better optimised than in conventional production (Halberg et al., 
2010). This ensures that there is no major transport of nitrogen or phosphorus, 
for example in the form of feed, from one area to another. However, such 
transport often occurs in conventional production and consequently 
concentration of animal production in certain geographical areas results in 
point loads of nitrogen in these areas.  
On the other hand, feed efficiency in organic pig production is most often 
less good than in conventional production (Kool et al., 2009). One reason is 
that the environment of organic pigs, at least in the Nordic countries, is colder 
than that of conventional pigs in insulated buildings. In a cold environment, 
pigs use more feed to keep themselves warm (Kelly et al., 2007). Moreover, 
pigs in organic production use more energy for movement than pigs in 
conventional production (Kool et al., 2009). 
To get optimal feed utilisation, an optimal level of nitrogen in feed and 
efficient use of this nitrogen in the animal is of great importance. Within an 
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optimal feed regime (for optimal growth and feed utilisation) to pigs, the ratio 
between specific amino acids (primarily lysine, threonine and methionine) and 
energy has to reach certain values (Göransson et al., 2010). In conventional pig 
feed, this goal can be achieved without increasing the total level of protein 
(crude protein) within the feed by introducing synthetic essential amino acids 
(Verstegen et al., 1993; Dourmad & Jondreville, 2007). This is a successful 
method for reducing the impact of pig production on greenhouse gas 
emissions, acidification and eutrophication (Garcia-Launay et al., 2014). 
However, in organic pig production the use of synthetic essential amino acids 
is prohibited. To secure sufficient amounts of essential amino acids for optimal 
growth, the crude protein level in organic feed therefore has to be higher than 
in feed for conventional pigs. This is another reason for the higher nitrogen 
excretion in organic pig production. 
Nitrogen may manifest itself as various nitrogen compounds (ammonium 
(NH4
+
), ammonia (NH3), nitrate (NO3
-
) or nitrous oxide (N2O) (Philippe et al., 
2011). The housing and manure systems determine which nitrogen compound 
is most likely to occur. In intensive indoor housing with solid or slatted floors 
and slurry collection, emission of ammonia is the main problem (Aarnink et 
al., 1997; Aarnink et al., 1996; Philippe et al., 2011; Jongebreur & Monteny, 
2001). In more extensive systems, such as deep litter systems with or without 
access to a solid concrete yard outdoors, the nitrogen emissions comprise 
varying levels of ammonia but also nitrous oxide (Eriksen et al., 2002; Rigolot 
et al., 2010). In outdoor systems on land, the nitrogen emissions occur both to 
the air (ammonia, nitrous oxide) and as leaching to the soil (ammonium, 
nitrate; Williams et al., 2005; Halberg et al., 2010; Salomon et al., 2012; Webb 
et al., 2014).  
In addition to the relationship between manure system and nitrogen 
compounds, the manure system influences the level of ammonia emission. In 
extensive deep litter systems, the ammonia emission is higher than in slurry 
systems. According to the computer-based templates used by the Swedish 
Board of Agriculture (2012, 2016), the ammonia emission from deep litter 
systems is 25% of nitrogen excreted compared with 14% in slurry systems 
(Sannö et al., 2005). Different ammonia emission factors are used to calculate 
ammonia emissions from animal houses with different kind of livestock and 
different systems for manure handling etc. The emission factor indicates the 
percentage of excreted nitrogen that will most likely disappear as ammonia.  
Phosphorus is another nutrient related to pig production that can give 
environmental problems. Phosphorus is a vital nutrient for the pig, but the 
degree to which pigs can utilise phosphorus in the feed is limited, since most of 
the phosphorus in plant feed ingredients is bound within phytate molecules 
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(Jongbloed & Kemme, 1990). For pigs to be able to use phosphorus bound as 
phytate, they need the enzyme phytase. Grain, especially wheat, contains 
endogenous phytase, which is activated when the feed is soaked. Therefore, the 
digestibility of phosphorus is higher when pigs are fed wet feed than when they 
are fed dry feed (Lyberg, 2006). Another solution is to add phytase to the feed 
(Lyberg, 2006). By adding phytase to a conventional cereal-soybean pig feed, 
the digestibility of phosphorus can be increased from 30% to 60-70% 
(Dourmad & Jondreville, 2007). However, similarly to the ban on synthetic 
amino acids, phytase may not be used in organic pig feed. Thus the 
digestibility of phosphorus is lower in organic feed than in conventional feed 
containing synthetic phytase. Consequently, organic pigs excrete more 
phosphorus than conventional pigs with feed supplemented with phytase.  
The greenhouse gases carbon dioxide and methane are produced by pigs 
during respiration and by bacteria in the digestive tract of the pig, respectively 
(Philippe & Nicks, 2015). Carbon dioxide, methane and the third GHG nitrous 
oxide are also released from the manure (Philippe & Nicks, 2015). The carbon 
dioxide emissions coming directly from the pigs and the manure are most often 
excluded from GHG calculations, since similar amounts of carbon dioxide are 
assumed to be consumed during photosynthesis by the plants used as feed 
sources (Philippe & Nicks, 2015). According to Pedersen & Sällvik, (2002), a 
fattening pig produces 1.70 kg respiratory carbon dioxide per day. Smaller, 
more uncertain amounts of carbon dioxide are also produced in the manure due 
to hydrolysis of urea and anaerobic fermentation, as well as aerobic 
degradation of organic matter (Philippe & Nicks, 2015). In solid manure, 
aerobic processes dominate. Methane is produced under anaerobic conditions, 
as mentioned in the digestive tract but also by bacteria in the manure. The 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) has estimated that 
methane production from enteric fermentation amounts to 1.5 kg/pig/year and 
that from manure to 9-12 kg/pig/year in countries in Western Europe with 
mean annual temperature of 10-14 °C (IPCC, 2006). Since methane is a more 
potent greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide, this amount of methane has to be 
multiplied by 21 to convert it to carbon dioxide equivalents. 
The most potent greenhouse gas is nitrous oxide, which is multiplied by 298 
to convert it to carbon dioxide equivalents. Nitrous oxide originates from 
animal manure and is produced by microorganisms during incomplete 
nitrification and denitrification processes (Philippe & Nicks, 2015). Alternating 
aerobic and anaerobic zones are favourable for the production of nitrous oxide. 
Such conditions are more common in deep litter than in slurry (Philippe & 
Nicks, 2015). However, production of nitrous oxide is very random, which 
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makes the rate of emissions difficult to predict. IPCC (2006) suggests 1% 
nitrous oxide emission of nitrogen excreted when using deep litter systems. 
1.4 Methods for measuring ammonia emission 
The main focus in this thesis on emissions was that of ammonia. Therefore, a 
short description of different methods for measuring ammonia emission is 
presented in the following. 
Ammonia emission from an animal house i.e. floor surface can be measured 
and calculated in a number of different ways. A common approach is to 
measure the ammonia concentration in representative air samples (for example 
in inlet and exhaust air) and combine this with measurements of air 
flow/ventilation rate. However, obtaining representative air samples is a 
complicated task since ammonia concentration varies at different places in an 
animal house. In addition, ammonia concentration has temporal, seasonal and 
diurnal variations, which makes sampling even more difficult. It is also 
important to adjust for background concentration (in the surrounding 
environment), air temperature and air pressure when measuring ammonia 
concentration. Air temperature and air pressure have to be considered, since 
ammonia is a gas and the volume of a gas is influenced by air temperature and 
air pressure. Air samples can be taken in closed sampling chambers, either 
static or dynamic, as point samples at various locations within a house or by 
means of open-path sampling devices (Ni & Heber, 2008). Use of static closed 
sampling chambers represents a special case, since there is no exchange of air 
between the inside and the outside of the chamber (= no air flow), while 
dynamic closed sampling chambers have both air inlets and outlets. Dynamic 
closed sampling chambers are suitable for measuring ammonia emission from 
a certain release surface. On the other hand, point sampling at different heights 
over this area is preferable when evaluating e.g. the amount of ammonia to 
which animals and their care takers are exposed.  
The actual measurement of ammonia concentration may also be performed 
in a variety of ways. In so-called ‘wet’ methods, ammonia is captured in 
distilled water or in an acid and the concentration can then be analysed by 
various methods such as titrimetry, photometry, pH paper etc. When using 
‘dry’ methods, ammonia is analysed in its gas phase. Examples of measuring 
equipment used for this are different brands of gas detection tubes, infrared 
analysers and electrochemical sensors (Ni & Heber, 2008).  
However, as mentioned earlier, it is necessary to measure not only ammonia 
concentration, but also air flow/ventilation rate in order to calculate ammonia 
emission from an animal house. In mechanically ventilated buildings, the 
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ventilation rate can be measured with hot wire anemometers or specially 
developed measuring fans placed in the ventilation shafts. In naturally 
ventilated buildings, the ventilation rate is much more difficult to determine, 
since ingoing and outgoing air are not concentrated to certain shafts. In some 
cases, measurements of pressure differences between inside and outside can be 
used instead. Another method is to inject and monitor ventilation by means of a 
tracer gas. However, factors such as method used for injection and monitoring, 
as well as type of tracer gas, also have to be considered in that case. A 
particular case is to use carbon dioxide as a tracer gas. This does not require 
carbon dioxide injection, but is based instead on information about how much 
carbon dioxide the animals produce, applied in a mass balance method. This 
use of carbon dioxide is sometimes referred to as an indirect tracer gas method. 
If the predictions of carbon dioxide production are in good agreement with 
reality, this is an applicable method in animal houses without deep litter 
beds/manure beds. However, in extensive systems with deep litter this is not a 
method that can be recommended, since there might be significant carbon 
dioxide production also from the litter (Jeppsson, 2000).  
Obviously, when it comes to measurement of ammonia concentration and 
air flow, the type of housing in which the measurements have to be performed 
and the choice of method used have a great influence on the accuracy of the 
results. According to Ozcan et al. (2007), the uncertainty in measurements can 
be 8 to 40% when using carbon dioxide as an indirect tracer gas in animal 
houses without deep litter. In houses with deep litter, the uncertainty may be 
even higher. 
Another method that can be used to measure ammonia emission, or more 
correctly total nitrogen emissions from an animal house, is to use a mass 
balance approach (Eurostat, 2011; Hassouna & Eglin, 2015). The mass balance 
method can also be used to check the relevance and reliability of ammonia 
emission measurements made according to the methods described above. In a 
mass balance calculation, the input (e.g. nitrogen content in rearing pigs and in 
feed and straw used) and output of a nutrient (e.g. nitrogen content in the 
manure, in slaughter pigs and in straw leftovers at slaughter) is quantified. If 
the nutrient can assume a volatile nature, the difference between input and 
output is interpreted as emissions (Hassouna & Eglin, 2015). 
1.5 Sustainability 
In the context of environmental impacts of livestock production, the concept of 
sustainability is often debated and a change towards more sustainable 
agriculture is frequently recommended (European Commission, 2012, 2016). 
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Conventional and organic farming in livestock production are often compared 
in terms of environmental aspects of sustainability (Kool et al., 2009), but 
other considerations must be included in the full definition of sustainability. 
The expression ‘sustainable development’ is defined in many ways and 
different stakeholders (companies, governments and individuals) have their 
own definitions (Hay et al., 2007). Within different science disciplines the 
interpretations also differ, e.g. natural and social scientists often have differing 
perspectives on the definition of sustainable development (Blank, 2013). 
The origin of the expression can be found in the Brundtland Report, 
published by the United Nations in 1987 (Word Commission of Environment 
and Development, 1987). An often quoted sentence from this report states that 
“Humanity has the ability to make development sustainable to ensure that it 
meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own needs” (ibid, page 16).  
When introducing the concept, the intention was to design a “frame” and 
vision for future development and governance within the world. Since 1987, 
different interpretations and re-interpretations of ‘sustainable development’ 
have been made within various topics. In a speech to the European 
Commission (European Commission, 2012), the European Commissioner for 
Agriculture and Rural Development concretised what the concept means for 
EU agricultural policy by listing eight different visions for sustainable 
agriculture within the EU. These are: 1) increasing productivity without 
affecting the capacity of soil and water to regenerate and to be maintained in 
good condition, 2) producing high quality, safe and healthy food, 3) generating 
enough income for farms to keep them going, 4) delivering ecosystem services 
(preserving valuable habitats, biodiversity, genes), 5) improving quality of life 
in rural areas, 6) strengthening the economy, 7) contributing to balanced 
territorial development and 8) ensuring animal welfare.  
These eight visions are aims within sustainable farming in EU and reflect a 
good balance between: 1) social acceptability, 2) environmental benefits and 3) 
economic viability. These three dimensions are known as the three “pillars” of 
sustainability (Bonneau et al., 2014). Drawings of the three pillars bearing up 
the concept ‘sustainability’ are often used to visualise that sustainability 
consists of at least three different dimensions. 
Thus, sustainability is a concept with a complex meaning, comprising a 
combination of various heterogeneous targets. In words of pig production, 
sustainability means a production of healthy pigs in housing systems giving the 
pigs possibilities to root and to perform their natural behaviour in combination 
with an efficient production with low environmental impact as well as happy 




2 Aims and hypotheses 
The overall aim of this thesis was to improve current knowledge about 
stationary housing systems for organic finishing pig production in relation to 
behaviour, health and performance, as well as hygiene in the pens and mass 
balances of nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium. 
The objectives of the studies were: 
 
 To describe and evaluate the health, activity and performance of pigs with 
deep straw or straw-flow pens during different seasons of the year and with 
or without pasture during the summer period (Paper I). 
 To describe and evaluate the activity and performance of pigs with different 
designs of rooting yards or with different rooting materials in the concrete 
outdoor area during different seasons of the year (Papers III and IV). 
 To calculate nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium balances and nitrogen 
emissions in a stationary system for organic growing-finishing pigs and to 
examine the correlation to hygiene in the pens. Another objective was to 
compare the emissions with standard values of ammonia emissions used in 
conventional pig production (Paper II). 
 To describe and evaluate specific measures to reduce ammonia emission i.e. 
improving hygiene on the outdoor concrete area (Papers III and IV).  
 To consider ‘sustainability’ in stationary solutions for organic growing-
finishing pig production in relation to other systems for organic or 
conventional pig production.  
The hypothesis of Paper I was that there are differences in health, daytime 
pig activity and performance between deep straw and straw-flow housing 
systems and with or without access to pasture. 
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The hypothesis of Paper II was that there are differences in pen hygiene, 
nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium balances and nitrogen emissions between 
deep straw and straw-flow housing systems and with or without access to 
pasture. 
The hypothesis of Paper III was that addition of a rooting yard in the 
outdoor concrete area and the design of such a yard influence hygiene and 
excretion behaviour of the pigs in this area. 
The hypothesis of Paper IV was that different rooting materials differ in 
their attractiveness to the pigs and in their effect on ammonia emission. 
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3 Material and Methods 
3.1 Research farm, animals and housing 
All studies (Papers I-IV) were carried out at Odarslöv Research Farm at the 
Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences (SLU) in Alnarp. The Research 
Farm herd comprises 50 sows (Swedish Landrace x Yorkshire crosses), 
recruitment animals and finishing pigs. The finishing pigs (three-race crosses, 
so called PigHam) were produced by inseminating the sows with sperm from 
Hampshire boars. The sows were loose at farrowing (farrowing pen 7.0 m2) 
and the pigs were weaned at 4.5 weeks of age as intact litters in rearing pens 
(4.0 m2). Both farrowing pens and rearing pens had a straw-bedded lying area 
and a slatted dunging area and the pigs were undocked throughout their whole 
life time. At 11 weeks of age and a weight of about 20-27 kg, the pigs were 
either moved to an insulated building for conventional pigs or to an uninsulated 
building for organic pigs. All pigs were individually numbered with plastic 
tags in the ears.  
In total nine different batches of organic growing finishing pigs were 
studied during a period of four years. The different rearing batches of about 


























Figure 1. Summary of production batches used in the different papers (I-IV) during year 1, 2, 3, 
and 4 and seasons winter, spring, summer and autumn.  
3.2 The organic pig house 
The same organic pig house was used in all studies (Papers I-IV) The 
uninsulated building with natural ventilation (space boarding and open ridge in 
the roof) accommodated eight pens (in total 128 pigs; Fig. 2, 3). Each pen kept 
16 pigs and measured 3.6 x 7.0 m indoors (1.5 m
2
/pig exclusive troughs). The 
pen was divided in a lying area, feeding/activity area and a dunging area.  
For the experiments described in Papers I-II the lying area in four pens had a 
deep straw system (A) and four pens had a ‘straw-flow’ system (B; Figures 4-
6). The lying area in the straw flow pens (C) were slightly smaller than the 
deep straw (C) and covered by a roof. All pens had access to a similar outdoor 
concrete pen 3.6 x 5.0 m (1.1 m
2
/pig; Fig. 7, 8) directly connected to the indoor 
pen. During the grazing period in summer, four treatments were compared (A 
and B with access to pasture (pasture area 96 m
2
/pig) or without access to 
pasture; i.e. KRAV or EU rules; Fig. 9). During the housing period in winter, 




















Figure 2. Pen design in the organic growing-finishing pig house with deep straw pens (A, pens 1-
4) and straw-flow pens (B, pens 5-8). Each pen had a lying area (C), a concrete feeding and 
activity area (D), two feeding troughs (E), a slatted dunging area indoors (F), an outdoor concrete 
area (G) and an outdoor manure channel (H). Four pens (pen 1, pen 4, pen 5 and pen 8) had 












































Figure 6. View of the straw-flow pen (B).   Figure 7. Frontal view of the outdoor  











Figures 8. Side view of the outdoor concrete area.  
            Figure 9. View of the alley and the pasture 
           area. 
3.2.1 Rooting yards 
In Paper III, four different designs of rooting yards: i) LH = large area (8.4 m2) 
with one high wall (1.0 m); ii) LL = large area (8.4 m2) with low walls (0.3 m); 
iii) SH = small area (5.3 m2) with one high wall (1.0 m); and iv) SL = small 
area (5.3 m2) with low walls (0.3 m)), all filled with peat, were introduced in 
the concrete outdoor area. The rooting yards were compared with an outdoor 
concrete reference pen (R) without a rooting yard (Fig. 10). The pigs had no 






Figure 10. Illustration of the outdoor concrete area with the reference pen (R) and LH (large area 
and one high wall), LL (large area and low walls), SH (small area and one high wall), and SL 
(small area and low walls). Hygiene studies and ammonia emission measurements were 
performed in six different zones (A–F) in the outdoor area. The walls between pens adjacent to 
zones A–E, were solid, while gates divided the pens adjacent to zone F.  
 
In Paper IV, the most optimal rooting yard design according to the results from 
Paper III (the LH design), was chosen for six of the eight outdoor pens and 
different rooting material was studied. Two of rooting yards were filled with 
wood shavings, two with peat and two with peat + feed pellets. The two other 
outdoor areas, without rooting yards and rooting materials, were used as 
control treatments. The pigs had no access to pasture in the study described in 
Paper IV. 
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3.2.2 Feed/water allocation and feed recording 
In all Papers (I-IV) and all treatments, the pigs were fed simultaneously twice a 
day, in troughs inside the organic pig house. The daily feed supply was 
recorded per pen, based on feed volume per pen and volume weight. The 
values obtained were checked daily against data from load cells under the feed 
silo. Up to a live weight of 65 kg the pigs were fed semi-ad libitum, while 
thereafter they had restricted access to the feed (2.75 kg/pig/day). All the pigs 
had permanent access to roughage from the straw bedding and pigs on pasture 
also had access to grass and roots. Roughage, straw and grass uptake was not 
recorded.  
Water was available for 20 minutes per feeding session via nipples (1 nipple 
per 2 pigs) placed above the troughs. In addition, water was available for 24 h 
per day in a drinking bowl in the dunging area indoors. 
3.2.3 Feed 
In Papers I-II, the pigs were given the same commercial organic pelleted feed 
for growing-finishing pigs in parallel in all treatments. However, there were 
some differences in the feed mixture between the pig batches due to seasonal 
variations in deliveries from the feed company, e.g. the metabolisable energy 
content varied from 12.1-12.7 MJ/kg and the crude protein content from 16.3-
17.5%. 
In Papers III-IV, the pigs were given a commercial conventional pelleted 
feed. This was done for economic reasons. Some small differences between 
different feed deliveries occurred due to seasonal variations. The feed given to 
the pigs in the batches in Papers III and IV had an average metabolisable 
energy content of 12.4 MJ/kg and a crude protein content of 14.5%. 
3.2.4 Straw  
Before introduction of the pigs, straw was spread on the lying area. Additional 
straw was given once a week in the deep straw pens and twice a week in the 
straw-flow pens, based on the needs of the pigs. Therefore, more straw was 
given during the cold periods. 
3.3 Observations/recordings 
3.3.1 Health, diseases and treatments 
The same principle for recording of health and treatments was used in all 
papers (I-IV). During the entire growing-finishing period, the occurrence of 
new diseases and treatments were recorded for each pig (Svendsen et al., 
1998). If a disease of the same kind was identified more than once in the same 
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pig, there had to be at least a three-week period before the disease was 
recorded as a new case.  
At slaughter, the presence of disease (including carcass and organ 
inspection) was recorded for each pig at the slaughter house. All pigs that died 
or were euthanised during the study period were examined post mortem and the 
cause of death/reason for euthanasia, was diagnosed and recorded.  
3.3.2 Skin lesions 
Skin lesions were recorded in Paper I at 6 and 10 weeks after introduction (17 
and 21 weeks of age, respectively). The pigs were examined for the presence of 
skin lesions, defined as wounds and bruises that could easily be detected by 
visual inspection in the daytime using a flashlight. The lesions were scored at 
four positions: head, ears and neck; shoulder and front legs; body; and hams 
and hind legs, for each pig using a scale from 0-3 (0=no lesion, 3=severe 
lesion; (Svendsen et al., 1992)). The maximum sum of scores (four positions) 
for an animal was 12 and the maximum mean lesion score for an animal was 3. 
An average lesion score was calculated for each pen as an average value of all 
pigs in the pen. 
3.3.3 Location and activity of pigs 
In Paper I, manual daytime recordings (07.30-16.30 h) of pig location and pig 
activity were made when the pigs were 17 and 21 weeks old. Recordings of 
lying or standing/sitting/walking and locations (indoors; lying area, 
eating/activity area, slatted flooring or outdoors; concrete area, pasture area) 
were made by two observers (one indoors and one outdoors) at 5-minute 
intervals. 
In Paper III, location, activity and rooting behaviour of the pigs were 
recorded during a whole 24-h period when the pigs were about 17 weeks old. 
As in Paper I, the recordings were made by two observers, one indoors and one 
outdoors. In Paper IV, the manual recording of location and activity of the pigs 
(no rooting behaviour was recorded in this study) was replaced by 24-h 
videotaping in the different pens. From the videotapes, the location and activity 
of the pigs were decoded manually every 5
th
 minute.  
3.3.4 Pen hygiene 
Studies of hygiene in the whole pen (Paper II) or limited to the outdoor area 
(Papers III and IV) were carried out once a week during the rearing period. The 
area studied was divided into smaller observation zones, which were scored 
subjectively for cleanliness according to a scale from 0 to 2, where 0 = without 
urine and faeces, 1 = some urine and faeces and 2 = much urine and faeces. 
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3.3.5 Performance  
The same principle for recording performance was used in all papers (I-IV). 
Individual live weight at introduction and individual calculated live weight at 
slaughter were recorded. The pigs were sent to slaughter at an average live 
weight of 115 kg. Live weight at slaughter was calculated using the carcass 
weight at slaughter, with a dressing percentage of 75.2%. The individual 
commercial carcass weight and carcass meat percentage were recorded at the 
slaughter house. The daily feed supply recorded per pen was corrected for dead 
and euthanised pigs. The performance (daily weight gain and feed conversion 
ratio (FCR)) was calculated for each pen as an average value for all pigs in the 
pen.  
3.3.6 Temperature 
Air temperatures indoors and outdoors were recorded every 10
th
 minute in all 
studies by means of Tinytag loggers
1)
. 
3.3.7 Nutrient balances and nitrogen emissions 
In Paper II, an entire nutrient balance was calculated for nitrogen, phosphorus 
and potassium. In order to perform calculations of nutrient balances, all inputs 
and outputs to and from the system were recorded. Inputs recorded were 
weight of piglets, total amount of feed and total amount of straw introduced 
into the individual pens. In the pens with access to pasture, the amount of 
pasture consumed was determined based on calculations of the amount of 
potassium in the manure and in the commercial feed ratios and the potassium 
concentration in the pasture dry matter. Outputs recorded were weight of 
slaughtered pigs, weight of manure produced (faeces and urine) and weight of 
left-overs in the pens (deep straw, straw etc.). In the pens with access to 
pasture, manure on pasture was estimated by comparing with pens without 










 Gemini Data Loggers Ltd, Scientific House, Terminus Road, Chichester, 
West Sussex, PO 19 8UJ, UK (www.geminidataloggers.com)   
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The total amount of feed in the individual pens was determined as described 
in section 3.2.2. Amount of manure was calculated by collecting and weighing 
all manure (indoors and outdoors) produced in individual pens during 48 hours 
every fortnight (eight collections in total). The total amount of faeces and urine 
produced during the rearing period was then calculated by means of linear 
regression between the eight sampling values. 
Finally, representative samples of manure, feed, straw and pasture and the 
remaining bedding material were analysed for dry matter, total nitrogen, 
ammonia-nitrogen, nitrate-nitrogen, total phosphorus and total potassium by a 
laboratory 
2)
 certified to ISO 9001:2000 & ISO 14001:2004.  
In Papers III-IV, the environmental impact of the organic pig production 
was limited to ammonia emission from the outdoor area. In those studies, 
ammonia emission from different zones of the outdoor area were compared by 
means of a ventilated chamber technique, where ammonia emission were 
calculated according to a mass balance method using a standardised, equal air 
flow for all measurements (Jeppsson, 1998). This technique is widely used 
(Ferm et al., 2000), but has the disadvantage that the ‘real’ air movements (and 
thereby emissions) are altered when the chamber is placed over the area from 
which emissions are measured. However, when comparing ammonia emission 
from different surfaces under the same conditions, it is an advantage that air 
movements over the area are standardised. Thus, the technique is handy and 
useful when comparing emission from different surfaces (Jeppsson, 2000). 
3.4 Statistical analyses 
Most of the statistical analyses were performed using PROC GLM (General 
Linear Model) in SAS 9.3 for Windows (SAS, 2009). All calculations in SAS 
were made with pen as the independent unit of observation and the residuals 
were tested for normal distribution (PROC UNIVARIATE).  
Treatment (housing system, pasture/no pasture, design of rooting yard, kind 
of rooting material) and batch were used as independent factors in the model 











4.1 Effect of pen design in the pig house 
Somewhat more locomotor problems were recorded among the pigs in the deep 
straw pens than among the pigs in the straw-flow pens. No major differences 
were detected between the two pen systems with respect to skin lesions. The 
average skin lesion score was larger at 17 than at 21 weeks of age. No remarks 
of tail biting or respiratory disease were recorded at slaughter (Paper I). 
There were no significant differences in pig activity or pen hygiene between 
the two pen systems. The hygiene in batches of both pen systems impaired 
during winter compared to summer (Papers I and II). 
Comparison of performance between the two indoor pen systems (deep 
straw and straw-flow) revealed only minor differences. Pigs from deep straw 
pens had a significantly (p=0.029) lower carcass meat percentage at slaughter 
than pigs from straw-flow pens. No differences in other performance 
parameters (DFI), (DWG) and (FCR) were found between the housing 
systems. 
The calculated nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium balances showed 
similar results in both pen systems. The average amount of nitrogen excreted 
was 6.0 kg per pig during the growing period in the winter and 4.2 kg per pig 
during the growing period in the summer. The calculated nitrogen loss (i.e. 
nitrogen emission factor) varied between 26 and 27 % of nitrogen excreted. 
There was no significant difference in the emission factor between pen systems 
and between winter and summer periods. Comparisons with standard figures 
used in conventional pig production indicated three to four times higher 
nitrogen emissions in the organic system. The amount of phosphorus excreted 
was 1.2 kg per pig during winter and 1.1 kg per pig during the summer. The 
amount of potassium excreted was on average 2.0 kg per pig during the winter 












Figure 11. The proportion of N, P and K in total excreted manure, indoors and outdoors at eight 
fortnight samplings and the mean during the winter period (Paper II). 
 
Nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium distribution varied between indoor and 
outdoor areas over the rearing period. The proportion of nitrogen, phosphorus 
and potassium indoors was generally higher in the first part of the rearing 
period than in the latter part (Fig. 11). Furthermore, the proportion of nitrogen 
and potassium found indoors were generally higher than that of phosphorus, 
during both summer and winter periods (Paper II). 
4.2 Effect of access to pasture compared with no access 
Pigs with access to pasture had a significantly higher prevalence of diarrhoea 
(p<0.01), but no other differences in health and injury observations were 
observed between pigs with or without access to pasture (Paper I).  
At 17 weeks of age, there was no difference in total activity between pigs 
with or without access to pasture. However, pigs with access to pasture spent 
more active time outdoors than pigs without access to pasture, and more of 
time outdoors on pasture compared to on the concrete area (Paper I). At 21 
weeks of age, the pigs with pasture access were less active than pigs without 
access to pasture. The air temperature during these observations was on 
average 22°C in batch 2 and 16°C in batch 4 and it was observed that the pigs 
had been active on the pasture already before the behavior studies started at 
7.30 h (Paper I). 
Sampling 1     2   3     4   5   6      7    8    Mean 
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There was a tendency for better total pen hygiene in summer when the 
animals had access to pasture, and the size of the fouled area on the outdoor 
concrete area was significantly smaller when the pigs had access to pasture.  
No significant differences in performance were observed between pigs 
given access to pasture and pigs with no such access (i.e. KRAV compared 
with EU rules). However, there was a trend for pigs with access to pasture to 
eat less feed and to have higher carcass meat percentage. 
The amount of phosphorus that reached the pasture was estimated to 0.6 
and 0.3 kg/pig (average 0.5 kg/pig) in the deep straw pens and straw-flow pens, 
respectively. The corresponding figures for the amount of potassium were 0.9 
and 0.2 kg/pig. 
The amount of potassium from pasture was estimated to be 0.4 kg/pig in the 
deep straw pens and 0.1 kg/pig
 
in the straw-flow pens. These figures can be 
interpreted as an average of 8-9 kg dry matter per pig that was consumed from 
pasture (Paper II). 
The estimated average phosphorus load of 0.5 kg/pig represented a total 
phosphorus load of approximately 52 kg/ha
 
of pasture for each rearing batch 
based on the fact that each pig was given a pasture area of 96 m
2
. 
4.3 Effect of introducing a rooting yard with rooting material in 
the outdoor area 
In Papers III and IV, a rooting yard (Fig. 12) with rooting material was 
introduced as a measure to improve hygiene and to lower ammonia emission 
within the outdoor concrete area.  
No significant differences were observed in total activity between pigs with 
a rooting yard outdoors or without (Papers III and IV). But in the pens with 
rooting yards, the pigs tended (p=0.109) to be more outdoors (Paper IV) and 
these pigs were significantly more active outdoors compared to pigs in the 
reference pens. In Paper III, pigs in pens with outdoor rooting yards were 
active outdoors 7.8 % of observations compared to 5.1 % when pigs had no 
rooting yard outdoors. In Paper IV, the corresponding figures were 5.8 % and 
3.3 % respectively. There was also more rooting behaviour in the pens with 
rooting yards (Paper III) than in the reference pens. However, no significant 
differences were found for any behaviour category between large and small 
rooting yards or between low or high walls (Paper III), or between rooting 
yards filled with peat, wood shavings or peat+feed (Paper IV). The addition of 
small amounts of feed pellets in the peat, to make the rooting material more 
attractive to the pigs, gave no positive effect. Pigs in batches, when ambient 
temperature was within the thermoneutral zone (= comfortable for the pigs), 
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chose not only to root, but also to lie and rest, in the rooting yard. This trend 
was observed in both Papers III and IV.  
Hygiene was improved in the rooting yard areas compared with the 
corresponding area of the reference pens (Paper III, Fig. 12). There was also a 
significant interaction between yard size and wall height, with better hygiene in 
zone C (Fig. 12) in the pens with a large rooting yard and a high wall, and 
dirtier in the pens with a small rooting yard and a high wall. No significant 
differences were found between different rooting materials concerning hygiene 
in zone A+B+C (Paper IV, Fig. 12). The highest dirtiness scores were recorded 
in zone F in both Paper III and Paper IV. 
The pig performance was not influenced by the introduction, the design of 
the rooting yards or the rooting material used (peat, wood shavings or 
peat+feed pellets). 
However, daily weight gain was significantly lower in batches with colder 
(winter/spring) ambient temperature than in batches with higher 
(summer/autumn) average air temperature (daily weight gain of 775 and 816 
g/day, respectively, in Paper III and 749 and 842 g/day, respectively, in Paper 
IV). In Paper IV, a significant difference in feed conversion ratio (FCR) was 
also observed between winter and summer batches (3.1 and 2.8 kg feed per pig 
and day, respectively). 
 
     Paper III           Paper IV 


















Figure 12. Outdoor concrete area divided into different zones A-F (Paper III and Paper IV). 
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In Paper III, there was a tendency (p=0.09) for lower ammonia emission in 
zone A+B (Fig. 13) in the pens with rooting yards, compared to the reference 
pens. For ammonia emission in zone C (Fig. 13) there was a similar interaction 
between size and wall height as for hygiene. Since the pigs displayed a 
preference to excrete behind the high wall, the lowest ammonia emission in 
zone C was recorded in the treatment with a large rooting yard (A+B+C) and a 
high wall (LH), while the highest ammonia emission in zone C was recorded in 
the treatment with a small rooting yard (A+B) and a high wall (SH). In zone F, 
significantly higher ammonia emission was found in the pens with a rooting 
yard than in those without. This general shift towards lower ammonia emission 
in zone A+B (and in zone C for the large rooting yards) and higher ammonia 













Figure 13. Mean values (uncorrected for size of zone area) of chamber ammonia (NH3) emission 
(ECH) of different zones (A+B, C and F) of the outdoor concrete pens with rooting yards of 
different designs; LH (large area and one high wall), LL (large area and low walls), SH (small 
area and one high wall) and SL (small area and low walls) expressed in relation to the values of 
the reference pen (R; Paper III).  
 
In numerical terms, the lowest ammonia emission from the total outdoor 
concrete area (A+B+C+D+E+F) was found in the pens with a large rooting 
yard and one high wall (LH), but the difference compared with the reference 
pens without a rooting yard was not significant (Paper III). When comparing 
different rooting materials in the rooting yard, ammonia emission from zone 
A+B+C was significantly reduced when peat was used as the rooting material. 
When wood shavings were used, the ammonia emission from these zones was 
significantly higher compared with those from the corresponding zones in the 
reference pens (Paper IV).  
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Despite the fact that hygiene was better in summer batches, the ammonia 
emission data showed the highest values from these batches in both Paper III 
and Paper IV. 
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5 General discussion 
In today’s society, livestock is an increasingly challenged branch of 
agricultural production. Impact on the environment, animal welfare, and the 
use of antibiotics are examples of hot topics discussed. Production systems for 
animals are complex and the conditions provided for the animals during their 
rearing are vital for their welfare, performance and the utilisation of resources. 
Organic production has developed as an alternative to an increasingly 
intense conventional production. Within organic production, good animal 
welfare and non-toxic production in harmony with nature are emphasised. 
Various solutions of organic pig production system exist, e.g. stationary 
systems or systems with huts. Within systems there are also variations in 
design of huts, pens, feeding arrangements etc. Therefore, no general 
statements on welfare, performance and emissions in organic pig production 
can be made. Each solution has its own pros and cons considering these 
parameters and for an even wider concept of ‘sustainability’. 
In this thesis, different pen systems with different access to outdoor 
facilities in a stationary production system for organic pigs were compared. 
The intention was to evaluate the system in a holistic way and to compare with 
experiences and data from mobile organic systems and from conventional 
systems. Before the start of the studies, existing experiences were reviewed, 
different solutions were considered and thorough discussions were made within 
the project group consisting of people with knowledge of animal husbandry. 
The project group concluded that an important requirement within an optimal 
system for organic pig production is the capacity to manage the pigs in an 
efficient way and to keep work effort and work load at low levels. This is the 
reason why a decision was made to study a stationary system. The final design 
of the organic pig house used in the studies reported within this thesis, was 
developed by the project group. Other important decisions taken by the project 
group were to work with rather small group sizes, which allowed synchronised 
feeding in the indoor troughs. Feeding in troughs also made it possible to 
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restrict feed rations at the end of the rearing period to obtain better meat 
percentage. Therefore, the results in this thesis are linked to these conditions 
and cannot be extrapolated to e.g. larger group sizes with ad libitum feeders. 
When comparing organic pig production with conventional, one conclusion 
is that the organic regulations, such as the requirement for the pigs to have 
outdoor access, to have litter for rooting and to be fed with feed produced 
organically without addition of synthetic essential amino acids, phytase etc., 
restrict the organic production system in certain ways. It is also quite obvious 
that welfare, activity, excretory behaviour and performance in pigs, as well as 
nitrogen emissions from the housing systems, are influenced by factors such as 
access to and type of rooting material, access to pasture, feeding and manure 
handling system, temperature etc. Examples of conflicting goals between 
different parameters also arise when a holistic approach is adopted. Such 
conflicts complicate the task of evaluating the ‘sustainability’ of a production 
system.  
The original concept of sustainability is based on three pillars: 1) social 
acceptability, 2) environmental benefits and 3) economic viability. Animal 
welfare, which is an important ambition in organic pig production, is part of 
the first pillar, social acceptability. If the public does not accept a particular 
housing system, management, feeding etc., the production system will not be 
sustainable (Calker et al., 2005). However, in organic production animal 
welfare is often considered to be good, based on the fact that the stocking 
density is low and that the pigs have a high freedom of movement and access 
to rooting material (Spoolder, 2007; Lindgren & Lindahl, 2005). Rooting 
material and roughage are important resources that can influence activity and 
social interactions between pigs and reduce aggressive and harmful interactions 
(Petersen et al., 1995; Beattie et al., 2000; Olsen, 2001; Høøk Presto, 2008). In 
the studies reported in this thesis, good animal welfare was observed, with no 
records of tail-biting or respiratory disease at slaughter and skin lesion scores 
were reduced with age (Paper I). Moreover, the rooting need of the pig seemed 
to be fulfilled even without a rooting yard in the outdoor area, since the 
addition of rooting yards did not result in an increase in total rooting behaviour 
(Paper III). In the studies comparing pigs at 17 weeks of age with or without 
access to pasture (i.e. KRAV or EU rules), there were no differences in 
daytime activity of the pigs. However, pigs with access to pasture used more 
active time outdoors on pasture compared to outdoors on the concrete area and 
active time indoors (Paper I). Furthermore, the performance was not affected 
by the access to pasture or not. Thus it can be concluded that the energy from 
assumed pasture consumption appeared to be sufficient to cover possible extra 
energy expenditure by the walking, grazing and rooting on the pasture. 
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Compared with conventional pig production, the greater freedom for the 
animals and the increased opportunities for rooting provided in organic 
production can be taken to indicate that organic pigs have better welfare. 
Moreover, within Swedish organic production there is no major difference 
regarding area per pig and access to rooting facilities between stationary and 
mobile systems. However, animal welfare is not only influenced by the 
housing conditions, but also how the animals are managed. Good management 
is probably easier to maintain in a stationary system than in a mobile system 
when wind and weather and other conditions are harsh. 
The sustainability pillar of social acceptability also involves parameters 
such as biosecurity, use of antibiotics, work load and work effort. Biosecurity 
includes both external (between the farm and the surroundings) and internal 
(between compartments within the farm) biosecurity (Boklund et al., 2004; 
Laanen et al., 2013; Ribbens et al., 2008). The success of biosecurity within an 
individual pig farm is affected by, among other factors, management 
principles, housing (Fablet et al., 2012) and density of animals on the farm 
(Tilman et al., 2002). The basic principles of internal biosecurity at the farm 
level include segregation, cleaning and disinfection. A production system 
according to these principles is often also called an “all in-all out” system or a 
batch system (Lurette et al., 2008) and such systems are equally common in 
organic and conventional production. However, because organic pigs have to 
be allowed outdoors, the external biosecurity is weaker than in conventional 
pig production since organic pigs come into contact with birds, foxes, wild 
boars etc. (Edwards, 2005; Collins et al., 2007). Therefore, external biosecurity 
in organic pig production must be characterised as doubtful, since it is 
impossible to keep the pigs out of contact with wild animals in nature 
(Edwards, 2005). Some differences between stationary systems and mobile 
systems in this regard can be identified, e.g. biosecurity is considered to be 
somewhat better if feed is given indoors. In closed conventional herds, it is 
possible to keep external biosecurity at a good level. On the other hand, the 
stocking density in organic herds is lower and no serious disease problems 
were observed either in this thesis or in other studies (Lindgren et al., 2014). 
The use of antibiotics also has to be kept to a minimum in organic systems, 
most often with a double withdrawal period prior to slaughter (KRAV, 2014) 
compared with in conventional herds. 
In terms of work load and work time, Geng & Torén (2005) concluded that 
there is a higher risk of accidents and ergonomic load in a mobile system than 
in a stationary system. This is due to more manual work with feeding and 
watering, since automation is more complicated in mobile systems. A separate 
evaluation of workload and working time in the stationary system (studied but 
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not published in the thesis) concluded that the values were acceptable (Olsson 
et al., 2007). On average, working time was calculated to be 32.6 min per pig 
during summer with access to pasture, 25.6 min per pig during summer without 
pasture and 26.5 min per pig during winter. Another Swedish study (Persson, 
1998) estimated that the labour requirement in organic outdoor systems with 
huts was about 90 minutes per animal produced. In conventional pig 
production, the working time was estimated to be 10-14 minutes per slaughter 
pig (Mattsson et al., 2004). 
The second pillar of the sustainability concept is the environmental impact. 
The nutrient balance calculations in this thesis (Paper II) showed 
approximately three to four times higher nitrogen emissions in the organic 
system than the Swedish standard figures used for conventional pig production 
(Swedish Board of Agriculture, 2005). Three different reasons for this result 
were identified: 10% greater feed usage (factor of 1.2), 15% higher crude 
protein level (factor of 1.3) and a much larger fouled area, especially outdoors 
(factor of 2.3). The problem with poor hygiene in the outdoor area and 
measures to handle this have been described in other studies (Vermeer et al., 
2015; Ivanova Peneva, 2006). 
In conventional livestock production, nitrogen emissions from livestock 
housing mainly consist of ammonia (Jongebreur & Monteny, 2001). To make 
standard calculations of ammonia emission from different species, different 
types of manure and housing systems, all European countries use their own 
calculation models and national data (Eurostat, 2011). The models are often 
based on calculations of nitrogen flow and the use of so-called ammonia 
emission factors (Velthof et al., 2012) or conversion factors (IPCC, 2006). The 
models and ammonia emission factors have to be updated in line with 
improvements in production systems, feeding and manure handling etc. in each 
country. The most recently updated model in Sweden for calculation of 
ammonia and greenhouse gas emissions is called VERA (Swedish Board of 
Agriculture, 2016). In VERA, ammonia emission is calculated as percentage of 
total amount of nitrogen excreted by the animal. However, an even more 
accurate calculation method/model is to use the ammonia emission factor 
based on total ammoniacal nitrogen (TAN; ammonium-nitrogen + nitrogen 
compounds that are easily broken down to ammonium), instead of total 
nitrogen. Use of TAN is an improvement, since there is a better correlation 
between ammonia emission and TAN than between ammonia emission and 
total nitrogen content in excreta (Velthof et al., 2012). Models with TAN are 
currently used in the Netherlands (NEMA (Velthof et al., 2012) and to some 
degree in Denmark (Damgaard Poulsen, 2014). 
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The models for standard calculations of ammonia emission are based on 
many years of research under different conditions. However, in research 
reports the ammonia emission factor is rarely stated. Instead, a ‘real’ unit of 
ammonia emission is given, e.g. grams of ammonia per unit area and time. The 
ammonia emission can also be expressed over a certain period, e.g. kg 
ammonia per slaughter pig or per pig place and year. Use of these different 
units can lead to some confusion and recalculations are needed when trying to 
compare different figures. Thus based on the work in this thesis, it can be 
recommended that researchers reach some agreement about a ‘standard’ unit 
that is always used when reporting research. 
In Paper II, the nitrogen balance was used to calculate a ‘standard’ ammonia 
emission factor for the stationary organic housing system tested. However, 
attempts were also made to recalculate this figure to ammonia emission per 
unit area and time. This resulted in an ammonia- nitrogen emission value of on 
average 4.5-5.6 g/day/m
2
 floor area for the entire rearing period. This agrees 
well with findings in an investigation of nitrogen losses from organic pig 
production in the Netherlands (Ivanova Peneva et al., 2006b), where ammonia-
nitrogen emission from “clean” surfaces in the pens were found to be 1.9-2.7 
g/day/m
2 





The figures above reflect the importance of hygiene in pig pens (Aarnink et 
al., 1997). It is already a well-known fact that the emitting surface area is an 
important contributing factor for emissions (Philippe et al., 2011), but the 
importance of hygiene should be taken even more seriously and be used to 
guide management efforts in a more effective way in practice. The correlation 
between ammonia emission and fouled area in a pig pen could also be used as 
an important argument explaining why pen ‘function’ has to be considered and 
why it is important to have some knowledge about the excretory behaviour of 
pigs when designing pig pens. To some extent, hygiene studies could possibly 
also be used to predict ammonia emission.  
In Paper III, a rooting yard with a rooting material was used as a measure to 
improve hygiene in the outdoor concrete area. Existing knowledge about where 
pigs want to excrete, in combination with knowledge about pig rooting 
behaviour, was used to formulate a hypothesis. The best solution was 
concluded to be the introduction of a large rooting yard with one high wall. 
The effort to improve the cleanliness outdoors and to direct the excretions of 
the pigs into a smaller sub-area in the outdoor area then proved successful. 
However in Paper IV, it was found that hygiene studies are only a rough 
method to evaluate excretion of pigs in a pen. The measurements of ammonia 
emission indicated that the introduction of a rooting yard made it possible to 
direct the defecation, but not the urination to the same extent. Due to the 
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chemical properties of the rooting material, the conditions in the outdoor area 
deteriorated when a rooting yard with wood shavings was introduced. This was 
an unpleasant surprise, but shows the complexity of different factors working 
together. On the other hand, a rooting yard with peat, a material with low pH 
and high water- and ammonia-binding capacity, seemed to be a good solution 
for reducing ammonia emission from the outdoor area. Thus, there is no clear-
cut relationship between pen hygiene and ammonia emission. Depending on 
the choice of rooting material used to cover parts of the floor area in a pig pen, 
ammonia emission might be influenced to a large degree. The chemical 
properties of the rooting material provide a clue to their suitability in this 
aspect. 
Introduction of a rooting yard in the outdoor concrete area or the rooting 
material chosen for this area did not influence performance, total activity or 
total rooting activity. However, when pens were enriched with the rooting 
material, the pigs tended to spend more time outdoors than when no rooting 
material was present.  
An indication that the excretory behaviour of pigs has to be divided 
between defecation and urination was provided in Paper II, where it was 
concluded that pigs appeared to be more likely to walk farther away from the 
lying and eating area for defecation than for urination.  
As already mentioned in the introduction, both ammonia and nitrous oxide 
emissions may occur from various kinds of litter systems (Eriksen et al., 2002; 
Rigolot et al., 2010). Measurements of nitrous oxide emissions were not 
included in this thesis, but were conducted in a pilot project performed in 
parallel with this thesis work. According to the results of that project, the 
nitrous oxide emission was higher from rooting yards with wood shavings than 
from rooting yards with peat or from reference pens without rooting yards 
(Botermans et al., 2010). Thus, even in this aspect wood shavings seem to be 
the least good alternative to use as rooting material from an environmental 
point of view. Therefore, use of wood shavings in outdoor rooting yards cannot 
be recommended to organic pig producers, even though waste wood chips from 
the farm is a possible alternative among farmers. 
The third pillar in the sustainability concept is economic viability, which 
was not evaluated in this thesis. However, as in conventional production the 
financial return is the net result of the income from produced pork and the 
costs of feed, buildings and labour. Therefore, parameters such as feed 
conversion ratio, meat percentage, working time per pig produced etc. are 
equally important in organic as in conventional production. During the past 
forty years (Rhodes, 1995), conventional pork production has experienced 
major and tough changes. The global competition is harsh (Béranger, 2001), 
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and price difference between conventional meat in relation to organic meat is 
considerable. One way for smaller pig producers to strengthen their economy 
and generate more income from the farm has been to find niche markets with 
better prices. Therefore, some pig producers perceive organic production as a 
more profitable option (von Borell & Sørensen, 2004). The price of organic pig 
meat in Sweden is good at the moment and the demand from consumers is 
increasing. On the other hand, the Swedish organic pig meat sector is very 
small (Swedish Board of Agriculture, 2014, 2015) which makes it uncertain 
and vulnerable to small changes. In an economic comparison some years ago, 
when the price of organic pig meat was lower, it was concluded that organic 
production according to EU rules was more profitable than production 
according to the Swedish KRAV rules (Botermans & Olsson, 2007). At that 
time, premium price paid for KRAV meat did not pay for the extra work with 
fences etc. when keeping pigs on pasture. Comparisons between organic pig 
productions according to EU or KRAV rules are also dependent on the farm-
specific price of pasture, which can vary a great deal due to differing costs for 
land in different regions. The price placed on land and housing is another very 
relevant issue when comparing economic viability between stationary and 
mobile organic systems. However, as already mentioned, at the moment the 
price of organic pig meat is high and the KRAV price is better than in 2007. 
To sum up, there are pros and cons with both organic and conventional pig 
production in all three pillars of sustainability. However, the weakness of 
organic pig production concerning higher ammonia emission (within the 
second pillar of sustainability) is troublesome. But, it should be borne in mind 
that the results on ammonia emission presented in this thesis only comprise pig 
rearing in a stationary system for organic growing-finishing pigs. An overall 
evaluation of the environmental impact of such a system should also include 
feed production. The fact that feed production in an organic system is 
performed without use of artificial fertilisers, herbicides and pesticides and 
with a “sustainable” relationship between livestock production and land is 
positive (Basset-Mens et al., 2003). Yet, despite this, several previous studies 
have not found any environmental benefits of organic pig production compared 
with conventional, but rather the opposite (Carlsson et al., 2009; Halberg et al., 
2007; Kool et al., 2009; Tuomisto et al., 2012). In this thesis, measures to 
decrease the ammonia emission from concrete outdoor areas were tested. 
Introduction of rooting yards, filled with peat, showed positive results, 
reducing ammonia emission by about 20-40%, depending on if the ammonia 
emission figures were corrected for size of zone or not. However, this 
reduction was not statistically significant. 
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5.1.1 Methodological considerations 
The behaviour studies carried out in this thesis were not of a detailed character, 
because behaviours such as redirected behaviour and aggression were not 
expected to be a great problem in organic pig pens with sufficient space and 
access to rooting materials. Instead, the purpose of the behaviour studies 
performed was to study the dynamics of pigs in pens providing different 
possibilities and choices (pen solutions/pasture or no pasture) and different 
rooting materials to occupy the pigs. This is why instantaneous scan sampling 
was performed instead of, for example, focal-animal sampling (Lehner, 1987). 
Scan sampling is efficient when the aim is to study many pigs in parallel. 
However, the methods used for the samplings varied in the different papers.  
The behaviour sampling reported in Papers I and II were performed 
manually every 5
th
 minute by two observers during daytime (07.30-16.30 h) 
and repeated twice during the rearing period (at 17 and 21 weeks of age). The 
advantage with this method is that it does not require too much planning in 
advance and that it is possible to cover large study areas (for example pasture 
fields outside). Similar methods have been used in other studies when studying 
standing, walking and lying (Benfalk et al., 2005). However, this kind of 
behaviour study requires a great deal of man hours, which often precludes 
observations running over longer periods of time, such as throughout whole 
24-h periods which was made in Paper III. The fact that there are some hours 
of darkness during each 24-h period is another problem for outdoor studies. 
When behaviour studies are not performed during whole 24-h periods, some 
information, that might be of great interest may be lost.  
In Paper IV, the manual samplings on site were replaced by video 
recordings, which make it possible to save work hours during the studies. 
However, it requires quite a lot of time to set up, take down and move video 
cameras between pens, to save the recordings into the computer and finally to 
decode the material after the studies have been completed. Decoding of video 
recordings is time-consuming and monotonous work. There are also limitations 
on the number of cameras that can be used and the size of the study area that 
can be monitored. Video recording, when trying to follow pigs on pasture 
during bad rainy weather is another challenge. On the other hand, when pig 
behaviour is saved as video recordings, it is possible to go back and check 
different details more thoroughly. 
Different methods were used to evaluate nitrogen emissions in Papers II-IV. 
The most comprehensive evaluation was performed in Paper II, when a so-
called mass balance of nitrogen was generated. With this kind of evaluation an 
overall picture of the nitrogen flow in the system is provided, but the use of 
such a method in a housing system for pigs is demanding. Determining the 
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total input of nitrogen to the system means calculating the nitrogen content in 
piglets, feed and straw used, in which access to accurate data is very important. 
Similarly, determination of the total nitrogen output means calculation of the 
nitrogen content in manure, slaughter pigs and straw leftovers at slaughter. 
Measuring the amount of nitrogen in faeces and urine produced by the pigs is 
not easy. In Paper II, this was done by collecting, weighing and sending 
samples for analysis to the laboratory every second week during the rearing 
period. To get accurate figures on how much nitrogen is produced in the 
manure, collection of urine and faeces in the pens, weighing, mixing of the 
different fractions and taking out representative samples for analysis must be 
performed very carefully. The difference between nitrogen input and output in 
a mass balance calculation then gives the nitrogen emissions. The same 
principle can be used for other compounds that may be of a volatile nature. 
Naturally, the precision of the calculations is dependent on the accuracy of 
input and output data, recording, sampling and laboratory analyses. As already 
mentioned, taking representative samples of manure for sending to the 
laboratory is a challenge and how well this task is performed affects the 
reliability of the results. 
By making parallel mass balances for both volatile and non-volatile 
nutrients, it is possible to get more information about sampling and analysis 
errors (Hassouna & Eglin, 2015). Since mass balances for phosphorus and 
potassium were calculated in parallel with the nitrogen balance in Paper II, this 
possibility was exploited in this thesis. The precision in the mass balance 
calculations was estimated to be -6% for the growing period during the winter 
and +6 to +17% for the growing period during the summer. For the summer 
batch, this indicated a systemic error, which was possibly due to a portion of 
the phosphorus and potassium remaining on the concrete yards during the 
warm summer days where there was a high level of evaporation.  
In Papers III and IV, the recordings of nitrogen emissions were limited to 
measurements of ammonia emission from the outdoor area. As described in the 
introduction to this thesis, ammonia emission from a surface or an animal 
house can be measured and calculated in a number of ways. In principle, by 
measuring the concentration of a compound in an air sample and then 
considering the air flow, the emissions can be calculated. In uninsulated 
buildings, determining air flow is complex. On the concrete area outdoors, air 
flow may vary widely between time and position. Therefore, the method with 
closed dynamic sampling chambers (see explanation in the introduction) was 
used in this thesis to measure ammonia emission from different zones in the 
outdoor area. In a closed dynamic sampling chamber, the air flow through the 
chamber is kept at a standardised, constant level. In the present case, the air 
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/h. Use of a closed dynamic 
sampling chamber is suitable when the aim is to compare the ammonia 
emission from different emitting surfaces. However, since the “real” emission 
is not measured, only relative values for different surfaces can be assessed. 
5.1.2 Practical implications 
Use of a stationary housing system in organic pig production seems to be a 
good solution in regard to keeping the work load and work time at a reasonable 
level. For example, it allows feeding, checking and weighing of the pigs to be 
made indoors, which is practical and to some extent reduces the contact 
between feed and other living animals outside in nature. Furthermore, the meat 
percentage is an important economic parameter in organic pig production and 
there are better conditions for efficient feed management if feeding takes place 
indoors. 
However, providing the pigs with access to pasture according to the 
Swedish KRAV rules may be more complicated with a stationary system than 
with a mobile system. A stationary system (i.e. pig house) has to be placed 
with access to different pasture areas in different years. In organic production 
according to the EU rules, no pasture area is needed.  
To minimise ammonia emission from the system, it is as important in 
organic pig production as in conventional to strive for maximum efficiency in 
terms of feed conversion ratio. However, it is probably not possible to get the 
same FCR in organic pig production with or without pasture as in 
conventional, since organic pigs move over larger areas and live in a colder 
environment than conventional pigs. This will always result in a higher feed 
consumption per kg of growth, with larger differences in winter batches than 
summer batches.  
Ammonia emission is also influenced by the higher crude protein content in 
organic feed compared with conventional feed. This is because use of synthetic 
essential amino acids, e.g. lysine, the first limiting amino acid in pig feed, is 
not allowed in organic production. Whether this rule within the organic 
regulations should be modified or whether synthetic lysine can be produced in 
a more ‘organic’ way in the future was an issue beyond the scope of this thesis. 
Nevertheless, changes in this direction would be desirable. 
Giving organic pigs a larger area to live in also results in a larger area being 
fouled with faeces and urine. This is a particular problem with outdoor 
concrete areas. By making the outdoor area more fun and exciting for the pigs, 
this area can be used for more than excretion.  
Introduction of a rooting yard with rooting material outdoors substantially 
improved the hygiene in all the outdoor area. However, measurements of 
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ammonia emission from this area revealed an annoying discrepancy between 
the subjective perception of cleanliness and actual ammonia emission. The 
practical implication of this is that measures to direct the excretory behaviour 
of pigs have a significant effect on defecation, while it appears to be much 
more difficult to direct the urination of pigs. Instead, it was found that the 
chemical properties of the rooting material were the most important parameter 
for decreasing the ammonia emission from the outdoor area. When peat was 
used as a rooting material ammonia emission decreased, but when wood 
savings were used the ammonia emission was higher than in the reference pens 
without litter. Therefore, a practical recommendation from the work in this 
thesis is that wood shavings should not be used as a rooting material, even 
though they provide a good impression in subjective terms and may be ready 
available. 
The problem with higher ammonia emission in organic pig production 
identified in this thesis is largely due to the fact that organic pigs have more 
space in which to move around. However, giving pigs more space and the 
possibility to move around more freely is one of the fundamental concepts 
within organic pig production. It is also undoubtedly positive for the animals. 
Thus, this is a good example of a complicated goal conflict that must be 
debated and resolved in future to promote the concept of sustainability.  
To achieve economic viability in production, which is the third pillar of 
sustainability, it is as important in organic as in conventional production to 
keep feed, litter and labour costs low and get the highest possible price per kg 
pork produced. The preconditions for achieving these goals were assessed as 
good in the tested stationary system and two pen designs. However, it is 
generally considered difficult to get the feed conversion ratio in organic pig 
production as low as that in conventional production. Ambient temperature 
influences feed conversion ratio, e.g. the stationary organic system studied here 
showed higher feed consumption per kg of growth during winter than summer 
batches. 
5.1.3 Summary in a holistic perspective 
 
 Animal welfare in the stationary housing systems for organic pigs tested 
was considered good. No tail biting was recorded and there were few skin 
injuries from aggression. This is a positive finding within the sustainability 
pillar of social acceptability.  
 The nitrogen emission factor in the stationary housing systems was 
calculated to be 26-27% of excreted nitrogen and was similar for winter and 
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summer batches. This gives approximately three to four times higher 
ammonia emission than standard values from conventional pigs when 
assuming that all losses consist of ammonia and is a negative finding within 
the sustainability pillar of environmental benefits.  
 To achieve economic viability in production, which is the third pillar of 
sustainability, it is as important in organic as in conventional production to 
keep feed, litter and labour costs low and get the highest possible price per 
kg pork produced. The preconditions for achieving these goals were 
assessed as good in the tested stationary system with either of two pen 
designs. However, it is generally considered difficult to get the feed 
conversion ratio in organic pig production as low as in conventional 
production. Ambient temperature influences FCR, e.g. the stationary 
organic system studied here showed a higher feed consumption per kg of 
growth of the winter than of the summer batches. 
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6 General conclusions  
 No major differences were observed between deep straw and straw-flow 
pens regarding daytime pig activity, health, and pen hygiene. Pigs from 
deep straw pens had a significantly lower carcass meat percentage at 
slaughter than pigs from straw-flow pens. 
 Under moderate temperatures, organic pigs given access to pasture and fed 
a commercial organic feed indoors were not more active during daytime 
than organic pigs without access to pasture. Pigs with access to pasture used 
more active time outdoors than pigs without access to pasture and on 
pasture compared to the concrete area.  
 No difference in performance was detected between pigs with or without 
access to pasture. Thus, the energy from assumed pasture consumption 
appeared to be sufficient to cover possible extra energy expenditure by the 
pigs in walking, grazing and rooting. 
 Calculations of nitrogen balance showed an average nitrogen excretion per 
pig of 6.0 and 4.2 kg during winter and summer batches, respectively.  
 The nitrogen emission factor in the stationary housing systems was 
calculated to be 26-27% of excreted nitrogen and was similar for winter and 
summer batches. This gives three to four times higher ammonia emission 
than the standard values used in conventional pigs when assuming that all 
losses consist of ammonia. 
 The higher ammonia emission in the organic system was explained by a 
10% higher feed use (factor of 1.2), 15% higher crude protein level (factor 
of 1.3) and a larger fouled area (factor of 2.3), especially outdoors. The 
results from the nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium balance calculations 
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suggested that pigs appeared to be more willing to walk farther away from 
the lying and eating area when they defecated than when they urinated. 
 Introduction of a rooting yard in the outdoor area did not influence total 
activity, total rooting activity or performance. The rooting yard improved 
hygiene and the occupation of pigs in the outdoor area, especially when the 
rooting yard had a design with one high wall and enriched with rooting 
material. However, the variation was high and conditions such as outdoor 
temperature influenced the choice made by the pigs. 
 There was a tendency for lower ammonia emission when peat was used as 
rooting material. When wood shavings were used, ammonia emission 




7 Future research 
This thesis provide new information about pig behaviour and performance, 
nitrogen, phosphorus and potassium balances and measures to reduce ammonia 
emission in a stationary system for production of organic growing finishing 
pigs. However, there are still questions to answer and new issues arose during 
the work. Some examples of questions to be answered in future work are: 
 
 Would a different design of stationary system, for example a system with 
larger pig groups and a non-synchronised feeding system in ad libitum 
feeders, influence activity, performance, hygiene and ammonia emission?  
 Does use of the “Circle of Sustainability” for comparing conventional and 
organic growing finishing pig production give a better overview of goal 
conflicts and result in a more systematic comparison?  
 What differences are revealed by Life Cycle Analysis of acidification in a 
stationary system for organic pigs with rooting yards and peat in the 
outdoor area and a similar system without such enrichment in the outdoor 
area? 
 Does introduction of rooting yards with peat in the outdoor area result in 
any methane and nitrous oxide emissions worthy of concern? 
 Are there other rooting materials that can be produced on-farm and give 
similarly positive results as peat? 
 Defecation of pigs can apparently be directed by housing arrangements, 
while urination appears to be more complicated to influence. Some studies 
of defecation/urination (excretory behaviour) in pigs have been performed, 
but more detailed studies in organic housing systems are needed to explain 
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the effect of age, group size, ambient temperature, enrichment or not in the 
outdoor area, time during the 24-hour period, light in different areas, gender 
etc. on where in the pen pigs choose to urinate and defecate. 
 Can lysine and phytase be produced in an "organic" way for use in organic 
feed? 
 Can adjustment of the relationship between essential amino acids and 
energy in the feed between winter and summer batches (lower ratio in the 
winter than in the summer) influence organic pig performance and 
ammonia emission? 
 Ammonia emission from solid concrete floors, both indoors and outdoors, 
seems to be a problem area not only in organic pig production. Therefore 
more efforts are needed to find cost-effective technical or management-
related measures to improve hygiene and reduce ammonia emission from 
solid floors in conventional and organic livestock production (more 
frequent scraping, solar-driven cooling systems?). 
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8 Populärvetenskaplig sammanfattning 
Det finns ett ökande intresse för ekologisk grisproduktion bland både 
producenter och konsumenter. Höga krav på djurens välbefinnande och hälsa i 
en naturlig miljö är primära mål i ekologisk grisuppfödning. Produktions- och 
inhysningssystem i ekologisk grisproduktion kan dock variera avsevärt och kan 
delas in i tre kategorier; stationära system med permanenta byggnader med 
betongytor och/eller betesmarker utomhus, mobila system i hyddor utomhus 
och blandade lösningar med både byggnader och hyddor. 
I denna avhandling har ett stationärt system för ekologiska slaktgrisar 
undersökts ur olika perspektiv. Alla studier i avhandlingen (artiklarna I-IV) har 
utförts i ”Eko-stallet” på Odarslövs försöksgård för gris vid Sveriges 
Lantbruksuniversitet (SLU) i Alnarp. Eko-stallet bestod av en oisolerad 
byggnad med naturlig ventilation (glespanel och öppen nock) och 8 boxar à 16 
grisar d v s totalt 128 grisar per uppfödningsomgång. Boxarna i stallet hade två 
olika utformningar. Fyra boxar hade djupströ av halm på liggytan medan 
liggytan i resterande fyra boxar utformats som en hydda med tak och 
halmströdd golvyta. Halmen i hyddan hölls kvar med en 20 cm hög tröskel. 
Utanför hyddan hade golvet en kraftig lutning så att den halm grisarna drog ut 
ur hyddan kunde ”flyta” mot gödselytan. Därför benämndes denna boxtyp för 
”straw-flow”. Till var och en av de åtta boxarna fanns också en hårdgjord 
betongplatta med gödselkulvert utomhus. Under sommartid hade grisarna i 
hälften av boxarna (två djupströ-boxar och två straw-flow boxar) dessutom 
tillgång till beteshagar utomhus. 
I artiklarna I-II gjordes jämförelser mellan de två boxtyperna samt om 
grisarna sommartid hade tillgång till bete eller inte. Resultaten visade att 
grisarna i djupströboxar hade en något lägre köttprocent i slaktkroppen jämfört 
med grisarna från straw-flow boxarna (56,6% mot 57,3%). Bland grisarna i 
djupströboxarna noterades också något fall av rörelseproblem, vilket inte 
registrerades i straw-flow boxarna (4,4% jämfört med 0%). Däremot sågs 
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ingen skillnad i djurens aktivitet under dagtid (07.30-16.30) mellan 
boxtyperna.  
I uppfödningsomgångar med måttliga utomhustemperaturer och vid 
tilldelning av det ekologiska fodret inne i byggnaden, påverkades inte grisarnas 
totala aktivitet under dagtid av om de hade tillgång på bete eller inte. Vid 17 
veckors ålder var samtliga grisar aktiva ca 45% under dagtid. Grisarna utan 
tillgång till bete var aktiva inomhus 33% av tiden och på betongytan utomhus 
under 12%. Grisarna med bete var mer aktiva utomhus varav 21% på betet, och 
4% på betongytan. Ingen skillnad i produktion registrerades mellan grisar med 
respektive utan bete. Detta tolkade vi så att energin från beteskonsumtionen 
kompenserade djurens eventuella extra energiåtgång för att röra sig och böka 
på betet.  
Boxhygienstudier, N, P och K- balanser och beräkning av kväveemission 
utfördes under två uppfödningsomgångar; en vintertid och en sommartid. Det 
registrerades ingen signifikant skillnad i boxhygien mellan de två 
boxsystemen. Sommartid var dock betongytan utomhus renare när grisarna 
hade tillgång till bete. Emissionsfaktorn, d v s den procentuella förlusten av 
kväve i form av emission i förhållande till totalmängden kväve en gris 
utsöndrar under en uppfödningsomgång (=kväve ”bakom svans”), beräknades 
till 26-27%. Emissionsfaktorn var densamma under både vinter- och 
sommartid. Däremot var mängden kväve ”bakom svans” högre vintertid 
jämfört med sommartid (6,0 kg N jämfört med 4,2 kg N). Detta motsvarar ett 
kväveutsläpp av 1,5–1,6 kg N per gris under vintern och 1,1–1,2 kg N per gris 
under sommaren. Skillnaden beror främst på en högre foderkonsumtion och en 
större användning av halm under vintern. Om man antar att hela den beräknade 
emissionen utgörs av ammoniak, innebär detta en 3-4 gånger större 
ammoniakemission hos ekologiska grisar jämfört med schablonberäkningar för 
konventionella grisar. Vi kom fram till att en 10% högre foderförbrukning 
förklarade skillnaden i kväveutsläpp med en faktor av 1,2, en 15% högre 
råproteinnivå förklarade skillnaden med en faktor av 1,3 och en betydligt större 
gödselbemängd yta, särskilt på betongytan utomhus , förklarade skillnaden 
med en faktor av 2,3. 
I artiklarna III-IV studerades åtgärder för att förbättra hygienen och minska 
ammoniakemissionen från betongytan utomhus. Genom att introducera 
böklådor med bökmaterial på denna yta var förhoppningen att grisarna skulle 
koncentrera sin gödsling och urinering till ett mindre område utanför 
böklådorna. Ett sådant förbättrat gödslingsbeteende skulle förhoppningsvis 
också leda till en lägre ammoniakemission.  
Första steget var att utforma en optimal böklåda. I artikel III jämfördes fyra 
olika böklådor (LH = stor yta (8,4 m
2




) med låga väggar (0,3 m); SH = liten yta (5,3 m
2
) med en hög vägg 
(1,0 m) och SL = liten yta (5,3 m
2
) med låga väggar (0,3 m)) med en 
kontrollbox (R) utan böklåda. Samtliga böklådor i denna studie var fyllda med 
torv. Den stora böklådan med en hög vägg (LH) gav bäst resultat i 
hygienstudierna och även den lägsta uppmätta ammoniakemissionen.  
I nästa steg (artikel IV) jämfördes betongytor utomhus försedda med stora 
böklådor med hög vägg (LH) och fyllda med olika bökmaterial (torv, spån och 
torv + foderpellets), med kontrollboxar utan böklådor och bökmaterial. Från 
beteendestudier konstaterades att grisarna uppfattade alla de testade 
bökmaterialen som attraktiva eftersom de oftare tenderade vara utomhus i 
boxar med böklådor. Den subjektivt värderade renheten konstaterades också 
betydligt bättre på utomhusytorna då det fanns böklådor med bökmaterial 
jämfört med i kontrollboxarna. Ammoniakemissionsmätningarna visade 
däremot inte på korresponderande resultat. Störst reduktion av 
ammonakemissionen registrerades då torv användes som bökmaterial, medan 
användning av spån resulterades i större emission jämfört med i 
kontrollboxarna. Tillsats av små mängder av foderpellets i torven, för att göra 
bökmaterialet mer attraktivt för grisarna, gav inte någon större positiv effekt. 
Uttrycket ”hållbar utveckling” är ett populärt begrepp och används i en 
mängd olika sammanhang i dagens samhälle. Begreppet har sitt ursprung i den 
s.k. Brundtlandrapporten ”Our Common Future”, som utarbetades av FN:s 
Världskommission för miljö och utveckling år 1987. I denna rapport 
definierades en ”hållbar utveckling” som en ”utveckling som tillfredsställer 
dagens behov utan att äventyra kommande generationers möjligheter att 
tillfredsställa sina behov”. Sedan dess har begreppet vidareutvecklats och 
numera anses det innehålla minst tre olika dimensioner; 1) en social dimension, 
2) en miljödimension och 3) en ekonomisk dimension. Begreppet “hållbarhet” 
har alltså en komplex mening och innebär en kombination av olika heterogena 
mål.  
Appliceras begreppet på ekologisk grisproduktion kan en precisering vara 
att produktionen ska vara socialt accepterad med god djurvälfärd, god djurhälsa 
och säkra produkter, utförd av arbetskraft som trivs med sitt arbete och inte 
upplever för stor fysisk eller psykisk arbetsbelastning. Samtidigt ska 
produktionen bedrivas effektivt, ha en låg miljöpåverkan och ge tillräckliga 
inkomster så att även producenterna kan ha ett bra liv. 
Hur hållbart kan då det studerade stationära systemet för ekologisk 
grisproduktion bedömas vara? På denna frågeställning går det att svara både 
positivt och negativt beroende på vilken dimension som beaktas. Grisarnas 
stora rörelsefrihet och tillgång till bökmaterial måste ses som positivt för 
djurens välfärd och för den sociala acceptansen av produktionsformen. Inga 
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svansbitningsproblem, inga allvarliga hälsoproblem och få hudskador från 
aggressioner bland djuren är andra positiva resultat från det studerade systemet. 
Däremot innebär produktionsformen att det är problematiskt att upprätthålla ett 
optimalt smittskydd eftersom djuren vistas ute och därmed kommer i kontakt 
med fåglar och andra frilevande djur. Dock tilldelas foder och vatten inomhus, 
vilket ger ett visst skydd både mot smittor men även mot dåliga 
väderleksförhållanden. Foder- och vattentilldelning inomhus innebär också att 
dessa arbetsuppgifter kan mekaniseras, vilket underlättar arbetsinsatsen och 
minskar den fysiska arbetsbelastningen. De enklare, oisolerade byggnaderna 
och den därmed lägre omgivningstemperaturen resulterar dock i att ekologiska 
grisar i genomsnitt kräver mer underhållsfoder. Därmed blir 
foderförbrukningen högre än i konventionell produktion. Då råproteinhalten i 
ekologiskt foder, p g a förbud mot användning av syntetiska aminosyror, är 
högre än i konventionellt foder, blir mängden utsöndrat kväve per slaktgris 
också högre för ekologiska grisar än för konventionella. I system med 
fastgödselhantering, som i ekologisk produktion, är 
ammoniakemissionsfaktorn också högre jämfört med i flytgödselsystem, som i 
konventionell produktion. Tillsammans resulterade allt detta i en 3-4 gånger 
högre ammoniakemission än vad som beräknas från konventionella 
produktionssystem för gris. Detta är naturligtvis negativt för miljödimensionen 
i begreppet ”hållbarhet”. Det ska dock påpekas att någon helhetsbedömning 
mellan konventionell och ekologisk produktion, i vilken hänsyn även tas till 
hur fodret produceras m.m., inte har utförts i denna avhandling. Ekonomin i 
ekologisk grisproduktion uppskattas f. n. som relativt god i Sverige. Dock är 
ekologisk grisproduktion en liten nisch och är därmed mycket känslig för 
prisfluktuationer.  
Sammanfattningsvis ger denna avhandling information om för- och 
nackdelar i stationära inhysningssystem för ekologiska slaktgrisar. 
Avhandlingen ger också viss kunskap om komplexiteten inom ett 
produktionssystem för grisar och vilka motstridiga mål som finns. Allmänt 
konstaterades att det testade stationära systemet och de två boxtyperna 
fungerade väl i praktiken. Introduktion av en böklåda med torv som 
bökmaterial på betongytan utomhus, visade positiva resultat i form av 
förbättrad hygien och minskade utsläpp av ammoniak från denna yta. 
61 
References  
Aaerstrup Moustsen, V., Ladegaard Jensen, T. & Mikkelsen, B. (2004). Indretning og funktion af stalde 
til økologisk slagtesvineproduktion. [Accommodation and function of stables for organic 
production of finishers] Landsudvalget for Svin og Videncenter for Svineproduktion, Erfaring 
0406, pp 1–21. 
Aarnink, A. J. A., van den Berg, A. J., Keen, A., Hoeksma, P. & Verstegen, M. W. A. (1996). Effect of 
Slatted Floor Area on Ammonia Emission and on the Excretory and Lying Behaviour of 
Growing Pigs. Journal of Agricultural Engineering Research [online], 64(4), pp 299–310. 
Available from: http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0021863496900712. 
Aarnink, A. J. A., Swierstra, D., van den Berg, A. J. & Speelman, L. (1997). Effect of Type of Slatted 
Floor and Degree of Fouling of Solid Floor on Ammonia Emission Rates from Fattening 
Piggeries. Journal of Agricultural Engineering Research [online], 66, pp 93–102. Available 
from: http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0021863496901213. 
Alarik, M., Pettersson, T., Roempke, G., Sällvik, A. & Åkerfeldt, Y. (2000). Ekogris - En handledning i 
ekologisk grisuppfödning. [EcoPig - A guide to organic pig farming]. Ekokött; Ekologiska 
lantbrukarna i Sverige. 
Andersen, H. M. L. & Pedersen, L. J. (2014). Drinking behaviour in sows kept outdoors during the 
winter months. Applied Animal Behaviour Science [online], 161(1), pp 34–41. Available from: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.applanim.2014.09.018. 
Basset-Mens, C. & van der Werf, H. M. G. (2003). Multicriteria environmental assessment of 
contrasting pig farming systems. Proceedings of 6th International Livestock Farming System 
Symposium, pp 271–278. 
Beattie, V. E., Walker, N. & Sneddon, I. A. (1998). Preference testing of substrates by growing pigs. 
Animal Welfare, 7, pp 27–34. 
Benfalk, C., Lindgren, K., Lindahl, C. & Rundgren, M. (2005). Mobile and Stationary Systems for 
Organic Pigs – Animal Behaviour in Outdoor Pens. Proceedings of the First Scientific 
Conference of the International Society of Organic Agriculture Research (ISOFAR), pp 242–
245. 
Béranger, C. (2001). Animal Agriculture in the EU and Multifunctionality. AgBioForum [online], 
3(2&3), pp 115–119. Available from: http://agbioforum.org/v3n23/v3n23a07-beranger.htm. 
[Accessed 2014-11-16]. 
Blair, R. (2008). Nutrition and Feeding of Organic Poultry. CAB International. 
Blank, S. C. (2013). Economic Sustainability in Animal Agriculture Agriculture. Sustainable Animal 
62 
Agriculture. pp 172–192. 
Bodin, L., Algers, B., Andersson, M., Olsson, A. C. & Botermans, J. (2015). The Amount of Straw for 
Growing-Finishing Pigs Considering the Reduction of Time Spent in Manipulative Behavior. 
SOJ Veterinary Sciences, 1(1), p 105. 
Boklund, A., Alban, L., Mortensen, S. & Houe, H. (2004). Biosecurity in 116 Danish fattening 
swineherds: descriptive results and factor analysis. Preventive Veterinary Medicine [online], 
66(1-4), pp 49–62. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15579334. [Accessed 
2014-11-11]. 
Bonneau, M., de Greef, K., Brinkman, D., Cinar, M. U., Dourmad, J. Y., Edge, H. L., Fàbrega, E., 
Gonzàlez, J., Houwers, H. W. J., Hviid, M., Ilari-Antoine, E., Klauke, T. N., Phatsara, C., 
Rydhmer, L., van der Oever, B., Zimmer, C. & Edwards, S. A. (2014). Evaluation of the 
sustainability of contrasted pig farming systems: the procedure, the evaluated systems and the 
evaluation tools. Animal [online], pp 1–5. Available from: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25166005. [Accessed 2014-11-16]. 
von Borell, E. & Sørensen, J. T. (2004). Organic livestock production in Europe: aims, rules and trends 
with special emphasis on animal health and welfare. Livestock Production Science [online], 
90(1), pp 3–9. Available from: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0301622604001150. 
[Accessed 2014-11-03]. 
Botermans, J., Olsson, A-C., Jeppsson, K-H., Ngwabie Ngwa, M. (2010). Measurements of nitrous 
oxide and ammonia emissions from rooting areas in organic pig production: comparison 
between different substrates and two measuring methods. 4th International Conference on 
Greenhouse Gases and Animal Agriculture, pp M23, 26. 
Botermans, J. A. M., Olsson, A.-C., Andersson, M., Bergsten, C. & Svendsen, J. (2015). Performance, 
health and behaviour of organic growing-finishing pigs in two different housing systems with or 
without access to pasture. Acta Agriculturae Scandinavica, Section A- Animal Science [online], 
65(3-4), pp 158–167. Available from: http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/ 
10.1080/09064702.2016.1158308. 
Botermans, J. & Olsson, A. (2007). Ekologisk slaktgrisproduktion. Del 4 – Ekonomisk jämförelse av 
olika system för ekologisk smågris- och slaktgrisproduktion. [Organic pig production. Part 4 - 
Economic comparison of different systems for organic piglet and fattening pig production]. 
Sveriges lantbruksuniversitet. Institutionen för jordbrukets biosystem och teknologi (JBT). 
Rapport 149, pp 1–42. 
Bracke, M. B. M., De Lauwere, C. C., Wind, S. M. M. & Zonerland, J. J. (2012). Attitudes of Dutch Pig 
Farmers Towards Tail Biting and Tail Docking. Journal of Agricultural and Environmental 
Ethics [online], 26(4), pp 847–868. Available from: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s10806-
012-9410-2. [Accessed 2014-09-16]. 
Calker, K. J. Van, Berentsen, P. B. M., Giesen, G. W. J. & Huirne, R. B. M. (2005). Identifying and 
ranking attributes that determine sustainability in Dutch dairy farming. Agriculture and Human 
Values [online], 22(1), pp 53–63. Available from: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s10460-004-
7230-3. [Accessed 2014-11-18]. 
Cardinal, F. (2007). Principles of health management. London Swine Conference- Today’s Challenges 
Tomorrow's opportunities, pp 37–44. 
Carlsson, B., Sonesson, U., Cederberg, C. & Sund, V. (2009). Livscykelanalys ( LCA ) av svenskt 
ekologiskt griskött. [Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) of the Swedish organic pork]. SIK-rapport, 
798, pp 1–31. 
63 
Collins, J. D., Koeijer, A. De, Griffin, J., Havelaar, A., Hope, J., Klein, G., Kruse, H., Magnino, S., 
López, M., Mclauchlin, J., Noeckler, K., Noerrung, B., Maradona, M. P. & Roberts, T. (2007). 
Food safety aspects of different pig housing and husbandry systems. Scientific Opinion of the 
Panel on Biological Hazards. The EFSA Journal, 613, pp 1–20. 
COREPIG (2011). Knowledge synthesis: Animal health and welfare in organic pig production. Final 
report. CORE Organic project nr 1904., pp 1–109. 
Cornale, P., Macchi, E., Miretti, S., Renna, M., Lussiana, C., Perona, G. & Mimosi, A. (2015). Effects 
of stocking density and environmental enrichment on behavior and fecal corticosteroid levels of 
pigs under commercial farm conditions. Journal of Veterinary Behavior: Clinical Applications 
and Research, 10(6), pp 569–576. 
Costa, C., Garcia-Leston, J., Costa, S., Coelho, P., Silva, S., Pingarilho, M., Valdiglesias, V., Mattei, F., 
Dall’Armi, V., Bonassi, S., Laffon, B., Snawder, J. & Teixeira, J. P. (2014). Is organic farming 
safer to farmers’ health? A comparison between organic and traditional farming. Toxicology 
Letters [online], 230(2), pp 166–176. Available from: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.toxlet.2014.02.011. 
Damgaard Poulsen, H. Normtal for husdyrgødning- 2014. [online] (2014). Available from: Hanne 
Damgaard Poulsen (ed.): Normtal for husdyrgødning  2014, 33 sider. [Accessed 2016-03-20]. 
Deen, J. (2005). Biosecurity: reasoning and lack of reasons. London Swine Conference- Production at 
the Leading Edge, (April), pp 3–7. 
Douglas, S. L., Szyszka, O., Stoddart, K., Edwards, S. A. & Kyriazakis, I. (2015). Animal and 
management factors influencing grower and finisher pig performance and efficiency in 
European systems: a meta-analysis. Animal [online], pp 1–11. Available from: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25737212. 
Dourmad, J.-Y. & Jondreville, C. (2007). Impact of nutrition on nitrogen, phosphorus, Cu and Zn in pig 
manure, and on emissions of ammonia and odours. Livestock Science [online], 112(3), pp 192–
198. Available from: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1871141307004684. [Accessed 
2014-11-05]. 
Dransfield, E., Ngapo, T. M., Nielsen, N. A., Bredahl, L., Sjödén, P. O., Magnusson, M., Campo, M. M. 
& Nute, G. R. (2005). Consumer choice and suggested price for pork as influenced by its 
appearance, taste and information concerning country of origin and organic pig production. 
Meat Science, 69(1), pp 61–70. 
Edwards, S. (2005). Product quality attributes associated with outdoor pig production. Livestock 
Production Science [online], 94(1-2), pp 5–14. Available from: 
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0301622604002696. [Accessed 2014-11-04]. 
Edwards, S. A. (2007). Nutritional approaches to reducing the environmental impact of outdoor pigs. 
Proceedings of 41st University of Nottingham Feed Conference- Recent advances in animal 
nutrition, pp 295–309. 
Eriksen, J., Petersen, S. O. & Sommer, S. G. (2002). The fate of nitrogen in outdoor pig production. 
Agronomie [online], 22(7-8), pp 863–867. Available from: 
http://www.edpsciences.org/10.1051/agro:2002045. [Accessed 2015-01-29]. 
Etterlin, P. E., Morrison, D. A., Österberg, J., Ytrehus, B., Heldmer, E. & Ekman, S. (2015). 
Osteochondrosis, but not lameness, is more frequent among free-range pigs than confined herd-




EU (2007). EU Leaf standards general. Rådets förordning (EG) nr 834/2007 om ekologisk produktion 
och märkning av ekologiska produkter och om upphävande av förordning (EEG) nr 2092/91, pp 
1–23. 
EU (2008). COUNCIL DIRECTIVE 2008/120/EC. RÅDETS DIREKTIV 2008/120/EG om fastställande 
av lägsta djurskyddskrav vid svinhållning., pp 1–9. 
European Commission. Europe’s path towards sustainable agriculture. [online] (2012). Available from: 
(http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_SPEECH-12-480_en.htm?locale=en). [Accessed 2016-01-
15]. 
European Commission (2013). Facts and figures on organic agriculture in the European Union. (10), pp 
1–44. 
European Commission. THE COMMON AGRICULTURAL POLICY: Investing in rural Europe. (2016). 
Eurostat (2011). Analysis of methodologies for calculating greenhouse gas and ammonia emissions and 
nutrient balances. pp 1–64. 
Eurostat. Share of agriculture to total ammonia emissions. [online] (2016). Available from: 
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-
explained/index.php/File:Share_of_agriculture_to_total_ammonia_emissions,_(%25),_2010,_E
U-27.png. [Accessed 2016-02-06]. 
Fablet, C., Dorenlor, V., Eono, F., Eveno, E., Jolly, J. P., Portier, F., Bidan, F., Madec, F. & Rose, N. 
(2012). Noninfectious factors associated with pneumonia and pleuritis in slaughtered pigs from 
143 farrow-to-finish pig farms. Preventive veterinary medicine [online], 104(3-4), pp 271–80. 
Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22196500. [Accessed 2014-11-04]. 
FAO (2006). Livestock long shadow- environmental issues and options. 
Ferm, M., Galle, B., Klemedtsson, L., Kasimir-Klemedtsson, Å. & Griffith, D. W. T. (2000). 
Comparison of different techniques to measure ammonia emission after manure application. IVL 
Rapport/report 1383. 
Früh, B. (2011). Organic Pig Production in Europe. Research Institute of Organic Agriculture (FiBL) 
[online], pp 1–12. Available from: www.orgprints.org/19166 and. 
Früh, B., Bochicchio, D., Edwards, S., Hegelund, L., Leeb, C., Sundrum, A., Werne, S., Wiberg, S. & 
Prunier, A. (2014). Description of organic pig production in Europe. Organic Agriculture 
[online], 4(2), pp 83–92. Available from: http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s13165-013-0056-9. 
[Accessed 2014-11-16]. 
Garcia-Launay, F., van der Werf, H. M. G., Nguyen, T. T. H., Le Tutour, L. & Dourmad, J. Y. (2014). 
Evaluation of the environmental implications of the incorporation of feed-use amino acids in pig 
production using Life Cycle Assessment. Livestock Science [online], 161, pp 158–175. 
Available from: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1871141313005209. [Accessed 
2014-10-02]. 
Garnett, T. (2009). Livestock-related greenhouse gas emissions: impacts and options for policy makers. 
Environmental Science & Policy [online], 12(4), pp 491–503. Available from: 
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1462901109000173. [Accessed 2014-07-10]. 
Garnett, T. (2011). Where are the best opportunities for reducing greenhouse gas emissions in the food 
system (including the food chain)? Food Policy [online], 36, pp S23–S32. Available from: 
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0306919210001132. [Accessed 2014-07-14]. 
Geng, Q. & Torén, A. (2005). Mobile and stationary systems for organic pigs- working environment. 
Proceedings of the Conference “Researching Sustainable Systems”, Adelaide, pp 246–249. 
Gentry, J. G., Mcglone, J. J., Blanton, J. R. & Miller, M. F. (2002). Alternative housing systems for 
65 
pigs: Influences on growth, composition and pork quality. Journal of animal science, 80, pp 
1781–1790. 
Gerber, P.J., Steinfeld, H., Henderson, B., Mottet, A., Opio, C., Dijkman, J., Falcucci, A. & Tempio, G. 
(2013). Tackling climate change through livestock – A global assessment of emissions and 
mitigation opportunities. Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO), 
Rome. 
Groenen, M. A. M., Archibald, A. L. & Al, E. (2012). Analyses of pig genomes provide insight into 
porcine demography and evolution. Nature [online], 491(7424), pp 393–398. Available from: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nature11622. 
Guy, J. H., Rowlinson, P., Chadwick, J. P. & Ellis, M. (2002). Behaviour of two genotypes of growing–
finishing pig in three different housing systems. Applied Animal Behaviour Science [online], 
75(3), pp 193–206. Available from: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/ 
S0168159101001976. 
Göransson, L., Lindberg, J.-E. & Borling, J. Näringsrekommendationer för gris, aminosyror. 
[Nutritional Recommendations for pig, amino acids. ] [online] (2010). Available from: 
http://www.slu.se/Documents/externwebben/vh-fak/husdjurens-utfodring-och-vard/Verktyg/ 
Fodermedel och n%C3%A4ringsrek till gris/N%C3%A4ringsrekommendationer 
/Naringsrekommendation_Aminosyror_2010_2.pdf. [Accessed 2016-03-08]. 
Halberg, N., Dalgaard, R. & Hermansen, J. (2007). Danish experiences using life Cycle Assessment 
(LCA) as a tool for assessing a livestock’s energy use and environmental impact through its life 
cycle. Symposium on Energy LCA in Food Systems,. 
Halberg, N., Hermansen, J. E., Kristensen, I. S., Eriksen, J., Tvedegaard, N. & Petersen, B. M. (2010). 
Impact of organic pig production systems on CO2 emission, C sequestration and nitrate 
pollution. Agronomy for Sustainable Development [online], 30(4), pp 721–731. Available from: 
http://link.springer.com/10.1051/agro/2010006. 
Halden, R. U. & Schwab, K. (2008). Environmental Impact of Industrial Farm Animal Production. A 
Report of the Pew Commission on Industrial Farm Animal Production, pp 1–48. 
Hansen, B., Alrøe, H. F. & Kristensen, E. S. (2001). Approaches to assess the environmental impact of 
organic farming with particular regard to Denmark. Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment, 
83, pp 11–26. 
Hassouna, M. & Eglin, T. (2015). Measuring emissions from livestock farming: greenhouse gases, 
ammonia and nitrogen oxides. RMT Elevage et Environnement (RMT - Joint Technology 
Network, Livestock production and Environment), pp 1–314. 
Hay, L., Duffy, A. & Whitfield, R. I. (2014). The Sustainability Cycle and Loop: models for a more 
unified understanding of sustainability. Journal of environmental management [online], 133, pp 
232–57. Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24388926. [Accessed 2014-10-
31]. 
Heldmer, E. & Ekman, S. (2009). Pigs in organic production have more joint condemnations at 
slaughter than conventionally raised pigs. Rapport Statens Jordbruksverk Projekt nr 25-1135/07. 
Växtavdelningen, Jordbruksverket, Jönköping, Sweden,. 
Hermansen, J. E. & Kristensen, T. (2011). Management options to reduce the carbon footprint of 
livestock products. Animal Frontiers [online], 1(1), pp 33–39. Available from: 
http://www.animalfrontiers.org/cgi/doi/10.2527/af.2011-0008. [Accessed 2014-09-14]. 
Herrero, M. & Thornton, P. K. (2013). Livestock and global change: emerging issues for sustainable 
food systems. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 
66 
[online], 110(52), pp 20878–81. Available from: 
http://www.pubmedcentral.nih.gov/articlerender.fcgi?artid=3876222&tool=pmcentrez&renderty
pe=abstract. [Accessed 2014-10-06]. 
Høøk Presto, M., Algers, B., Persson, E. & Andersson, H. K. (2009). Different roughages to organic 
growing/finishing pigs - Influence on activity behaviour and social interactions. Livestock 
Science [online], 123(1), pp 55–62. Available from: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.livsci.2008.10.007. 
Høøk Presto, M., Andersson, K., Wallgren, P. & Lindberg, J.-E. (2008). Influence of amino acid level 
and production system on performance , health and behaviour in organic growing pigs. 
Proceedings of the Second Scientific Conference of the International Society of Organic 
Agriculture Research (ISOFAR), held at the 16th IFOAM Organic World Conference, pp 194–
197. 
IFOAM (2014). The IFOAM NORMS for Organic Production and Processing. 
IPCC (2006). Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories. Emissions from Livestock and 
manure management. 
Isberg, S., Eliasson, C. & Berntsson, H. (2012). Fytas och rena aminosyror i foder till grisar för att 
minska utsläpp av fosfor och kväve - Tillämpning idag och potential i framtiden. [Phytase and 
pure amino acids in feed for pigs to reduce emission of phosphorus and nitrogen - application 
today and future potential]. Projekt i kursen Agrosystem LB0059 HT 2011 Sveriges 
Lantbruksuniversitet, pp 1–21. 
Ivanova Peneva, S. (2006). Decreasing pen fouling and ammonia emission in organic fattening pigs by 
proper design of outside yard. Ecology and Future - Bulgarian Journal of Ecological Science, 
5(4), pp 54–58. 
Jeppsson, K.-H. (1998). Ammonia Emission from Different Deep-Litter Materials for Growing-
Finishing Pigs. Swedish. J. agric. Res., 28, pp 197–206. 
Jeppsson, K.-H. (2000). Aerial Environment in Uninsulated Livestock Buildings. Release of ammonia, 
carbon dioxide and water vapour from deep litter and effect of solar heat load on the interior 
thermal environment. Doctoral thesis.. Diss. Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences, 
Alnarp. 
Jongbloed, A. W. & Kemme, P. A. (1990). Apparent digestible Phosphorus in the Feeding of Pigs in 
Relation to Availability, Requirement and Environment. 1. Digestible Phosphorus in Feedstuffs 
from Plant and Animal Origin. Neth. J. Agric. Sci., 38(3), pp 567–575. 
Jongebreur, A. & Monteny, G. (2001). Prevention and control of losses of gaseous nitrogen compounds 
in livestock operations: a review. The Scientific World Journal [online], 1 Suppl 2, pp 844–51. 
Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12805834. 
Katakam, K. K., Thamsborg, S. M., Dalsgaard, A., Kyvsgaard, N. C. & Mejer, H. (2016). 
Environmental contamination and transmission of Ascaris suum in Danish organic pig farms. 
Parasites & Vectors [online], 9(1), p 80. Available from: 
http://www.parasitesandvectors.com/content/9/1/80. 
Kelly, H. R. C., Browning, H. M., EL Day, J., Martins, A., Pearce, G. P., Stopes, C. & Edwards, S. A. 
(2007). Effect of breed type, housing and feeding system on performance of growing pigs 
managed under organic conditions. J Sci Food Agric, 87, pp 2794–2800. 
Kool, A., Blonk, H., Ponsioen, T., Sukkel, W., Vermeer, H., de Vries, J. & Hoste, R. (2009). Carbon 
footprint of conventional and organic pork. Assessments of typical production systems in the 
Netherlands, Denmark, England and Germany. Report bioKennis, Wageningen, pp 1–93. 
67 
KRAV (2014). Regler 2014 [Regulations 2014]. 
Kugelberg, C., Johansson, G., Sjogren, U., Bornstein, S. & Wallgren, P. (2001). Infectious diseases and 
ectoparasites of outdoor slaughter pigs. Svensk Veterinärtidning, 53(197-204). 
Laanen, M., Persoons, D., Ribbens, S., de Jong, E., Callens, B., Strubbe, M., Maes, D. & Dewulf, J. 
(2013). Relationship between biosecurity and production/antimicrobial treatment characteristics 
in pig herds. The Veterinary journal [online], 198(2), pp 508–12. Available from: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24268483. [Accessed 2014-10-21]. 
Lega, C., Raia, P., Rook, L. & Fulgione, D. (2015). Size matters: A comparative analysis of pig 
domestication. The Holocene [online], pp 1–6. Available from: 
http://hol.sagepub.com/cgi/doi/10.1177/0959683615596842. 
Lehner, P. N. (1987). Design and Execution of Animal Behavior Research : an Overview. J Anim Sci, 
65(5), pp 1213–1219. 
Leirs, H., Lodal, J. & Knorr, M. (2004). Factors correlated with the presence of rodents on outdoor pig 
farms in Denmark and suggestions for management strategies. NJAS - Wageningen Journal of 
Life Sciences [online], 52(2), pp 145–161. Available from: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1573-
5214(04)80010-1. 
Lindgren, K., Bochicchio, D., Hegelund, L., Leeb, C., Mejer, H., Roepstorff, A. & Sundrum, A. (2014). 
Animal health and welfare in production systems for organic fattening pigs. Organic 
Agriculture, 4(2), pp 135–147. 
Lindgren, K. & Lindahl, C. (2005). Mobile and Stationary Systems for Organic Pigs – Animal Welfare 
Assessment in the Fattening Period. Proceedings of the Conference “Researching Sustainable 
Systems”, Adelaide, (1), pp 592–595. 
Lindgren, K., Lindahl, C., Höglund, J. & Roepstorff, A. (2008). Occurrence of Intestinal Helminths in 
Two Organic Pig Production Systems. 16th IFOAM Organic World Congress, Modena, Italy 
[online], pp 202–205. Available from: http://orgprints.org/12231/. 
Lund, V. & Algers, B. (2003). Research on animal health and welfare in organic farming—a literature 
review. Livestock Production Science, 80(1-2), pp 55–68. 
Lurette, A., Belloc, C., Touzeau, S., Hoch, T., Seegers, H. & Fourichon, C. (2008). Modelling batch 
farrowing management within a farrow-to-finish pig herd: influence of management on contact 
structure and pig delivery to the slaughterhouse. Animal [online], 2(1), pp 105–16. Available 
from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22444969. [Accessed 2014-11-11]. 
Lyberg, K. (2006). Phosphorus in Pig Diets. Diss. Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences. 
Mattsson, B., Susic, Z., Lundeheim, N. & Persson, E. (2004). Arbetstidsåtgång i svensk grisproduktion. 
[Working hours in Swedish pig production]. Praktiskt Inriktade Grisförsök, 31, pp 1–12. 
McGlone, J. J. & Newby, B. E. (1994). Space requirements for finishing pigs in confinement: behavior 
and performance while group size and space vary. Applied Animal Behaviour Science, 39(3-4), 
pp 331–338. 
Meyer-Hamme, S. E. K., Lambertz, C. & Gauly, M. (2015). Does group size have an impact on welfare 
indicators in fattening pigs? Animal [online], pp 1–8. Available from: 
http://www.journals.cambridge.org/abstract_S1751731115001779. 
Millet, S., Raes, K., Van Den Broeck, W., De Smet, S. & Janssens, G. P. J. (2005). Performance and 
meat quality of organically versus conventionally fed and housed pigs from weaning till 
slaughtering. Meat Science, 69(2), pp 335–341. 
Mowat, D., Watson, C. A., Mayes, R. W., Kelly, H., Browning, H. & Edwards, S. A. (2001). Herbage 
intake of growing pigs in an outdoor organic production system. Proceedings of the British 
68 
Society of Animal Science, p 169. 
Ni, J. Q. & Heber, A. J. (2008). Sampling and Measurement of Ammonia at Animal Facilities. 
Advances in Agronomy, 98(08), pp 201–269. 
Olsen, A. W., Dybkjær, L. & Simonsen, H. B. (2001). Behaviour of growing pigs kept in pens with 
outdoor runs II. Temperature regulatory behaviour, comfort behaviour and dunging preferences. 
Livestock Production Science, 69, pp 265–278. 
Olsson, A.-C., Andersson, M., Pinzke, S. & Botermans, J. (2007). Ekologisk slaktgrisproduktion. Del 3 
– Arbetstider och arbetsbelastningar. [Organic pig production. Part 3 - Working hours and work 
load]. Sveriges lantbruksuniversitet. Institutionen för jordbrukets biosystem och teknologi (JBT). 
Rapport 148,. 
Olsson, A.-C., Jeppsson, K.-H., Botermans, J., von Wachenfelt, H., Andersson, M., Bergsten, C. & 
Svendsen, J. (2014). Pen hygiene, N, P and K budgets and calculated nitrogen emission for 
organic growing–finishing pigs in two different housing systems with and without pasture 
access. Livestock Science [online], 165, pp 138–146. Available from: 
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S1871141314001772. [Accessed 2014-07-31]. 
Ozcan, S. E., Vranken, E. & Berckmans, D. (2007). An overview on ventilation rate measuring and 
modelling techniques through naturally ventilated buildings. G. J. Monteny, & E. Hartung (Eds.) 
Ammonia Emissions in Agriculture. pp 351–353. 
Pedersen, L. J., Herskin, M. S., Forkman, B., Halekoh, U., Kristensen, K. M. & Jensen, M. B. (2014). 
How much is enough? The amount of straw necessary to satisfy pigs’ need to perform 
exploratory behaviour. Applied Animal Behaviour Science [online], 160, pp 46–55. Available 
from: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0168159114002147. 
Pedersen, S. & Sällvik, K. (2002). Climatization of animal houses. Heat and moisture production at 
animal and house levels. 4th Report of Work Group on Climatization of animal houses. 
Persson, S. (1998). Swedish Meats satsar på ekologiskt griskött – enligt KRAV’s regler. [Swedish 
Meats is investing in organic pork - according to KRAV's rules]. Slakteriförbundets FoU-Grupp 
Svin, Jordbruksverket, Länsstyrelsen i Västra Götaland Skara,. 
Philippe, F. X., Laitat, M., Nicks, B. & Cabaraux, J. F. (2012). Ammonia and greenhouse gas emissions 
during the fattening of pigs kept on two types of straw floor. Agriculture, Ecosystems and 
Environment [online], 150, pp 45–53. Available from: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2012.01.006. 
Philippe, F.-X., Cabaraux, J.-F. & Nicks, B. (2011). Ammonia emissions from pig houses: Influencing 
factors and mitigation techniques. Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment [online], 141(3-4), 
pp 245–260. Available from: http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S016788091100096X. 
[Accessed 2014-11-25]. 
Philippe, F.-X. & Nicks, B. (2015). Review on greenhouse gas emissions from pig houses: Production 
of carbon dioxide, methane and nitrous oxide by animals and manure. Agriculture, Ecosystems 
& Environment [online], 199, pp 10–25. Available from: 
http://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0167880914004058. 
Reganold, J. P. & Wachter, J. M. (2016). Organic agriculture in the twenty-first century. Nature Plants, 
2(February), pp 1–8. 
Rhodes, J. (1995). The Industrialization of Hog Production. Appl. Econ. Perspect. Pol., 17(2), pp 107–
118. 
Ribbens, S., Dewulf, J., Koenen, F., Mintiens, K., De Sadeleer, L., de Kruif, A. & Maes, D. (2008). A 
survey on biosecurity and management practices in Belgian pig herds. Preventive veterinary 
69 
medicine [online], 83(3-4), pp 228–41. Available from: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17850906. [Accessed 2014-11-07]. 
Rigolot, C., Espagnol, S., Robin, P., Hassouna, M., Béline, F., Paillat, J. M. & Dourmad, J.-Y. (2010). 
Modelling of manure production by pigs and NH3, N2O and CH4 emissions. Part II: effect of 
animal housing, manure storage and treatment practices. Animal [online], 4(8), pp 1413–1424. 
Available from: http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22444661. [Accessed 2014-12-02]. 
Rowley-Conwy, P., Albarella, U. & Dobney, K. (2012). Distinguishing Wild Boar from Domestic Pigs 
in Prehistory : A Review of Approaches and Recent Results. J World Prehist, pp 1–44. 
Salomon, E., Benfalk, C., Geng, Q., Lindahl, C., Lindgren, K., Rundgren, M. & Torén, A. (2005). 
Ekogrisar i hydda eller stall- så påverkas djur, bonde och miljö. [Organic pigs in hut or building- 
how it influences animals, farmer and environment]. JTI informerar, 111, pp 1–12. 
Salomon, E., Rodhe, L., Malgeryd, J., Lindgren, K. & Lindahl, C. (2012). Ammonia Losses from 
Outdoor Pig Fattening at Two Swedish Organic Farms. The Open Agriculture Journal, 6, pp 27–
35. 
Samarakone, T. S. & Gonyou, H. W. (2008). Productivity and aggression at grouping of grower-finisher 
pigs in large groups. Canadian Jornal of Animal Science, 88(1), pp 9–17. 
Sannö, J.-O., Cederberg, C., Gustafsson, G., Hultgren, J., Jeppsson, K.-H., Karlsson, S. & Nadeau, E. 
(2005). Sustainable milk production through reduction of on-farm ammonia losses. 
Projektrapport LIFE Ammoniak, pp 1–36. 
Schiöler, P. & Alarik, M. (2002). Utfodringssystem för grisar på bete- En inventering av befintlig 
teknik. [Feeding systems for pigs on pasture- an inventory of existing technologies]. Ekokött, pp 
1–23. 
Sikala, K. (2012). Free-range pigs foraging on Jerusalem artichokes (Helianthus tuberosus L.) – Effect 
of feeding strategy on growth, feed conversion and animal behaviour. Master’s thesis, 
Department of Agroecology, AArhus University, pp 1–70. 
Spoolder, H. A. M. (2007). Animal welfare in organic farming systems. Journal of the Science of Food 
and Agriculture, 87, pp 2741–2746. 
Steinfeld H, Gerber P, Wassenaar T, Castel V, M, R. & C, D. H. (2006). Livestock´s Long Shadow: 
Environmental Issues and Options. Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO). 
Stern, S. & Andresen, N. (2003). Performance, site preferences, foraging and excretory behaviour in 
relation to feed allowance of growing pigs on pasture. Livestock Production Science, 79(2-3), pp 
257–265. 
Strudsholm, K. & Hermansen, J. E. (2005). Performance and carcass quality of fully or partly outdoor 
reared pigs in organic production. Livestock Production Science, 96(2-3), pp 261–268. 
Ström, S. (2010). Infektiösa ledproblem i ekologisk och konventionell grisproduktion. [Infectious joint 
problems in organic and conventional pig production ]. Självständigt arbete i veterinärmedicin, 
Institutionen för biomedicin och veterinär folkhälsovetenskap, SLU, 2010:78, pp 1–19. 
Sundrum, A., Aragon, A., Schulze-Langenhorst, C., Butfering, L., Henning, M. & Stalljohann, G. 
(2011). Effects of feeding strategies, genotypes, sex, and birth weight on carcass and meat 
quality traits under organic pig production conditions. NJAS - Wageningen Journal of Life 
Sciences, 58(3-4), pp 163–172. 
Swedish Board of Agriculture (2005). God miljö för gårdens stöd 2005: tvärvillkor för jordbruket. 
[Good environment for the farm support in 2005: cross-compliance for agriculture ], pp 1–47. 
Swedish Board of Agriculture (2012). Programmet Cofoten/Stank in Mind. 
Swedish Board of Agriculture (2014). Ekologisk djurhållning 2014. 
70 
Swedish Board of Agriculture (2015). Ekologisk animalieproduktion 2014. Sveriges Officiella Statistik, 
JO 27 SM 1501. 
Swedish Board of Agriculture. Beräkningsverktyget VERA. [online] (2016). Available from: 
http://www.jordbruksverket.se/amnesomraden/odling/vaxtnaring/berakningsverktygetvera.4.2d0
b774d14f81f5098821d9c.html. [Accessed 2016-04-21]. 
Svendsen, J., Andersson, M., Olsson, A.-C., Rantzer, D. & Lundqvist, P. (1992). Group housing of 
sows in gestation in insulated and in uninsulated- results of a questionnaire survey and farm 
visits. Swedish J. agric. Res., 22, pp 163–170. 
Svendsen, J., Olsson, A.-C. & Rantzer, D. (1998). Productivity and the occurrence of diseases through 
to slaughter in pigs with and without reduced vitality and physical handicap at birth. Swedish 
Univ. Agric. Sci., Dept. Farm Buildings, Report No. 62, Alnarp.,. 
Svensson, P., Botermans, J. & Olsson, A.-C. (2005). Technical solutions for the indoor housing of 
organic growing- finishing pigs. Sveriges Lantbruksuniversitet, Institutionen för jordbrukets 
biosystem och teknologi (JBT), Rapport 13, pp 1–61. 
Thompson, P. B. (2007). Agricultural sustainability : what it is and what it is not. International Journal 
of Agricultural Sustainability, 5:1, pp 5–16. 
Tilman, D., Cassman, K. G., Matson, P. A., Naylor, R. & Polasky, S. (2002). Agricultural sustainability 
and intensive production practices. Nature, 418(6898), pp 671–677. 
Tuomisto, H. L., Hodge, I. D., Riordan, P. & Macdonald, D. W. (2012). Does organic farming reduce 
environmental impacts? - A meta-analysis of European research. Journal of Environmental 
Management [online], 112(834), pp 309–320. Available from: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2012.08.018. 
Turner, S. P., Ewen, M., Rooke, J. A. & Edwards, S. A. (2000). The effect of space allowance on 
performance, aggression and immune competence of growing pigs housed on straw deep-litter at 
different group sizes. Livestock Production Science, 66(1), pp 47–55. 
Wallgren, P. (2001). Hälsoläget hos utegrisar. [Health Status of outdoor pigs]. Proceedings Ekologiskt 
Lantbruk, CUL, pp 88–92. 
Webb, J., Broomfield, M., Jones, S. & Donovan, B. (2014). Ammonia and odour emissions from UK 
pig farms and nitrogen leaching from outdoor pig production. A review. The Science of the total 
environment [online], 470-471, pp 865–875. Available from: 
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24211346. [Accessed 2014-11-06]. 
Velthof, G. L., van Bruggen, C., Groenestein, C. M., de Haan, B. J., Hoogeveen, M. W. & Huijsmans, J. 
F. M. (2012). A model for inventory of ammonia emissions from agriculture in the Netherlands. 
Atmospheric Environment [online], 46, pp 248–255. Available from: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2011.09.075. 
Vermeer, H. M., Altena, H., Vereijken, P. F. G. & Bracke, M. B. M. (2015). Rooting area and drinker 
affect dunging behaviour of organic pigs. Applied Animal Behaviour Science [online], 165, pp 
66–71. Available from: http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168159115000258. 
Verstegen, M. W. A., den Hartog, L. A., van Kempen, G. J. M. & Metz, J. H. . (1993). Nitrogen flow in 
pig production and environmental consequences. Proceedings of the First Int. Symp. on 
Nitrogen Flow in Pig Production and Environmental Consequences,. 
Williams, J. R., Chambers, B. J., Hartley, A. R. & Chalmers, A. G. (2005). Nitrate leaching and residual 
soil nitrogen supply following outdoor pig farming. Soil Use and Management, 21, pp 245–252. 
Williams, J. R., Chambers, B. J., Hartley, A. R., Ellis, S. & Guise, H. J. (2000). Nitrogen losses from 
outdoor pig farming systems. Soil Use and Management [online], 16, pp 237–243. Available 
71 
from: http://doi.wiley.com/10.1111/j.1475-2743.2000.tb00202.x. 
Word Commission of Environment and Development (1987). Report of the World Commission on 
Environment and Development : Our Common Future Acronyms and Note on Terminology 
Chairman ’ s Foreword. 
Worldwatch Institute. Global Meat Production And Consumption Continue Rise. [online] (2013). 
Available from: http://www.worldwatch.org/global-meat-production-and-consumption-






The studies in this thesis were financed by Formas - The Swedish Research 
Council for Environment, Agricultural Sciences and Spatial Planning and by 
SLU EkoForsk, which are gratefully acknowledged.  
Förutom tack för finansiellt stöd, vill jag tacka ett stort antal personer i min 
omgivning utan vars arbete, hjälp, stöd och uppmuntran det inte blivit någon 
avhandling! Hoppas ni själva också förstår er betydelse. Stort tack till: 
Jörgen Svendsen, tack för allt du lärt mig om både grisar och om den 
akademiska världen. Du var min chef i många år och vi genomförde många 
spännande projekt tillsammans. Denna tid i mitt arbetsliv uppskattar jag 
mycket och ser tillbaks på med saknad! Nu finns det arbete du startade upp i 
”Eko-stallet” på Odarslöv nedpräntat i min avhandling. Bra, eller hur? 
Christer Bergsten, min huvudhandledare och medförfattare. Tack för att du 
lyckats hålla ihop LBT/BT-s animaliegrupp, för att du fått mig att upptäcka 
tankeluckor och oklarheter i det jag skrivit och för att du på ett utmärkt sätt 
stött och lett mig under slutfasen av arbetet med min avhandling.  
Jos Botermans, min kollega, biträdande handledare och medförfattare. 
Uppskattar verkligen att ha dig som ”bollplank” och arbetskollega. Det känns 
tryggt att kunna diskutera grisfrågor med dig som både har stor teoretisk och 
praktisk kunskap inom ämnesområdet.  
Knut-Håkan Jeppsson, min kollega, biträdande handledare och medförfattare. 
Tack för allt du lärt mig om näringsbalanser, emissioner, diverse mätmetoder  
m m. Kommer alltid att vara imponerad av allt arbete som du och vår tidigare 
kollega, Hans von Wachenfelt, utförde på Odarslöv med att skrapa, väga och 
blanda gödsel som våra grisar i Eko-stallet ständigt producerade! 
74 
Mats Andersson, min tidigare kollega och medförfattare. Du ställde alltid upp 
med allt från beteendestudier (dag- som nattetid), fodervägningar, 
hygienstudier och emissionsmätningar utan att klaga. Det är tråkigt att vi inte 
arbetar tillsammans längre, men jag är glad över att vi håller kontakten. 
Mats Olsson, du var grisgruppens ”klippa” på Odarslöv. Tack för allt praktiskt 
arbete i samband med de nu publicerade försöken och för att man alltid kunde 
lita på dig när något krånglade på försöksgården. Det var och är fortfarande 
mycket trevligt att ha kontakt med dig. Och tack Tomas Nilsson och Magnus 
Nilsson för ert arbete på Odarslöv och för att ni tog hand om grisarna när Mats 
var ledig. 
Dan Rantzer, även du en tidigare ”gris”-kollega. Du vågade ta beslutet att byta 
karriär. Starkt! Tråkigt att inte ha dig som arbetskamrat längre, men det är 
mycket trevligt när du hälsar på och hejar på mig i mitt skrivande. Hoppas du 
kommer till Alnarp lite då och då också framöver även om min avhandling nu 
är klar. 
Eva von Wachenfelt och Christer Nilsson, mina tidigare prefekter, före 
institutionens senaste omorganisation. Tack för att ni föreslog att våra försök i 
”Eko-stallet” på Odarslöv skulle kunna dokumenteras internationellt i en 
avhandling.  
Linda Tufvesson och Håkan Asp, mina nuvarande prefekter. Tack för att ni 
kämpar för att även animalieproduktion ska finnas på BT. 
Jan-Eric Englund, tack för att du alltid lyckats hjälpa mig med att ge svar på 
alla knepiga kommentarer från granskarna av mina artiklar kring hur jag utfört 
de statistiska testerna. Att ha en statistiker på institutionen, som förstår 
biologiskt datamaterial är ovärderligt.  
Cecilia Hagberg, min nyaste doktorandkollega. Tack för förträfflig och snabb 
hjälp med ritningar! Hoppas verkligen jag kan vara behjälplig tillbaks vid 
något framtida tillfälle. 
Vill också tacka alla mina tidigare kollegor på LBT och mina nya kollegor på 
BT. Att kunna koppla av med lite småprat runt en fika, när man kämpar som 
mest med att skriva, är värt mycket. 
75 
Cecilia Alsved, Sara Ringmark och Lena Lidfors. Det uppstår en del 
administrativa bekymmer när man som jag blir omorganiserad mellan SLU:s 
fakulteter under doktorandtiden. Men tack vare Er, så löste det sig ju! 
Mary McAfee, dig har jag aldrig träffat. Vi har bara kommunicerat via mail, 
men detta har inte gett några som helst problem och jag har fått utmärkt och 
snabb hjälp med min ”svengelska”. Tack! 
Alla doktorandkolleger, som jag träffat på diverse kurser. Det har varit mycket 
spännande möten, som fått mig att känna mig lite yngre än vad jag är. 
Rebecka Westin, betraktar även dig som doktorandkollega, även om vi aldrig 
läst några kurser tillsammans. Men vi har studerat grisar ihop på Odarslöv! Det 
var alltid en höjdpunkt när du kom och hälsade på. 
Lorraine Svendsen, tack för hjälp under åren med allt från översättningar, 
synpunkter på manuskript och vetenskapliga diskussioner till sällskap under 
konferenser, resor och ”grisutflykter”.  
Anna och Peter med familjer. Tack för att ni uppmuntrat mig i mitt arbete och 
för att vi håller kontakten trots att ni haft mycket annat att tänka på under den 
senaste tiden. 
Bengt Gustafsson, min första avdelningschef. Trevligt att du ringer och dyker 
upp lite då och då i Alnarp för att höra hur det går för mig i mitt skrivande.  
Tack Stina, Göran och Patrik för alla mil tillsammans i bilen på väg till och 
från Alnarp. Att inte behöva köra varje dag har varit värdefullt för ork och 
motivation i arbetet med min avhandling. 
Vänner och kompisar i mitt privatliv samt alla körkamrater i Carpe Nova. Har 
försökt hålla er utanför mitt avhandlingsarbete. Det är ju genom att göra 
avbrott och umgås med er som man får avkoppling från ”plikterna” och ny 
energi. 
Maja, tack för att du uthålligt legat vid min sida när jag suttit hemma och 
skrivit. Att ha en trogen gammal mysig och mjuk katt att klappa när man 
kämpar med formuleringarna är inte fel! 
76 
Mor, du är fantastisk som alltid kämpar på, även när det är riktigt motigt. Och 
tack för att du alltid tror på mig och stödjer mig när jag själv tvivlar. Du är min 
stora förebild! 
Anita, Anne-Katrine, Anders och Ulf, mina fina systrar och trevliga svågrar. 
Vilken rikedom att ha en sådan familj när man behöver hjälp och stöd! 
Mina kära syskonbarn: Gustav, Emil, Adrian, William och Alma! Även om jag 
nu kan sätta en lite finare akademisk titel på mitt visitkort vill jag att ni 
fortfarande tänker på mig som er vanliga lite virriga ”moster Lotta”! Ni vet att 
jag uppskattar praktiskt kunnande minst lika mycket som teoretiskt. 
Teresia och Teodor, mina älskade vuxna barn. Ni är den stora lyckan i mitt liv. 
Hur gick det till att ni blev sådana intelligenta, tänkande och empatiska 
individer? Från att far och jag tidigare försökt lära er lite om livet är det nu ni 
som är vår stora kunskaps- och informationskälla.  
Ingemar, min älskade livspartner. Tänk att vi lyckats hålla ihop i mer än 40 år! 
Kan det bero på att du är så tolerant och ger mig frihet att hålla på med mina 
diverse ”påhitt”? Din tolerans har visat sig vara en mycket viktig egenskap nu 
när arbetet med min avhandling inkräktat i lite för stor utsträckning på fritiden. 
Förhoppningsvis blir det något bättre framöver! 
